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EDITOR’S PREFACE. 


—_— 


ConsiDERABLE delay has occurred in the publication of 
this Volume, from accidental circumstances. Owing to the 
difficulty of obtaining a copy of the Second Edition, (which 
came out in 1724, in the Author’s life-time, and which is 
now become extremely rare,) it was found necessary to begin 
working with the First Edition, (that of 1714;) and the 
Volume had been completely prepared for the press as early 
as July last, before a copy of the Second Edition was ob- 
tained; which, of course, involved a thorough examination 
de novo. For the loan of that copy, the Committee is in- 
debted to the courtesy of the Rev. C. L. Cornish, M.A. of 
Exeter College. All the passages, inserted by the Author 
in his Second Edition, have been distinguished in the pre- 
sent by being inclosed in brackets; only it must be ob- 
served, that where instances occur of single words brack- 
etted, they have been put in by the .Editor on his own 
responsibility ; and he trusts that it will clearly appear from 
the context, that in the very few instances of their oc- 
currence such a course was necessary. There are several 
passages in the text of the First Edition, which the Author 
has entirely omitted in the Second ; these it has been thought 
advisable to retain in the present Edition in the shape of 
notes. The reader will thence have an opportunity of dis- 
criminating the shades of theological difference (if any such 
really exist,) to which Johnson’s mind was subject in a decade 
of years; and the Editor is thereby spared the invidious task 
of assuming their arbitration. A few sentences only have 
been entirely omitted, which the Author has withdrawn in 
his Second Edition, and wherein he had been betrayed, by the 
heat of controversy, into an undue asperity of expression. 

It may be as well to remark, that wherever the word ‘ Sa- 
crifice’ is here employed to designate the mysterious oblation 
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in the Christian Eucharist, it is marked by a capital initial ; 
whereas the ‘sacrifices’ of the Elder Dispensation, and their 
heathen counterfeits, are left in small letter. The same rule 
obtains with regard to ‘ Blood,’ when applied to the adora- 
ble and spiritual Mystery of our Saviour’s Presence ; ‘ Bread 
and Wine,’ when they signify the Sacramental symbols; and 
generally all specific terms of the Catholic Ritual and Theo- 
logy are so marked. It might have been expected, that ac- 
cording to the usual custom, this work should have opened 
with a Memoir of the Author; but the bulk of the present 
Volume has necessarily precluded it. A biographical notice 
at considerable length has been prefixed to a posthumous 
Edition of his Sermons; which may on a future occasion be 
published. It will then be necessary to give some account 
of the various adversaries, with whom our Author broke a 
lance in the polemical lists; Dr. Hancock, Dr. Pelling, Dr. 
Whitby the Commentator, Dr. Henry More of Cambridge (of 
Platonic celebrity,) Mr. Lewis of Margate, and Dr. Thomas 
Wise, are among the opponents to whom we are introduced in 
this Volume. It has been a subject of regret with the Editor, 
that he has been unable to verify the references to Dr. Wise’s 
pamphlet; and the urgency, with which this long-delayed, 
long-promised Volume has been called for, admitted not of 
further investigation. It is consoling, however, to reflect, 
that the omission is not of material importance to the eluci- 
dation of the important subject of the present work, it being 
simply a record of contemporary controversy ; and it may be 
allowed 
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In verifying the references to the works of the Fathers 
and other writers, the best Editions have been used by the 
Editor, without confining himself to those employed by the 
Author, as will be seen by the following List. ~ 

R. O. 
Jesus Coll. 
Feb. 19, 1847. 


* [Sophocles apud Ciceronis Epp. ad Att., Lib. ii, Ep. 7.] 
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A 


PREFATORY EPISTLE 


TO THE RIGHT REVEREND 


THE LORD BISHOP OF NORWICH, 


AFTERWARDS OF WINCHESTER. 


My Lorp, 


Wir all the submission and deference that is due from a 
Priest to a Bishop, I crave leave to mscribe your name to. 
these papers; not that I think your Lordship disposed to 
patronise them, but because you have been pleased to shew 
your inclination to be a judge in this dispute, to whom there- 
fore I, as an humble advocate, have thought fit to address 
myself. 

And, my Lord, I have just reason to expect that you 
should not discountenance my plea, as you are one of that 
Right Reverend Order which has always been esteemed, till 
now of very late, to have had the guardianship of the Altar 
in an especial manner committed to it by Christ Jesus 
Himself. 

- ©Qne Bishop, and one Altar,’ has been looked upon as 
the distinguishing motto of the Apostolical Church ever since 
the time of St. Ignatius, and to contend pro Aris, ‘for the 
Altars, has ever been thought honourable in all men, but 
especially in those whose business it is continually to attend 
them. | 

Some may suggest to your Lordship, that several of our 
Bishops since the Reformation have declared against the 
doctrine for which I plead, but I am persuaded that this is 
all mistake. Our Protestant Bishops have indeed with good 
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reason pronounced judgment against the Sacrifice of the 

Popish Mass, and we all unanimously and heartily concur in 
» subscribing to their determinations in this particular; but, 
my Lord, it is the Sacrifice of St. Cyprian, Ireneus, Justin 
Martyr, Ignatius, Clement of Rome, the Apostles, and Christ 
Jesus Himself, for which we now contend; that sacrifice 
which Archbishop Laud and his most learned and pious 
chaplain Mr. Mede asserted in the last age, and which no 
Bishop before your Lordship had ever disapproved. ‘The 
only person of your venerable order who may seem to have 
shewed his dislike of it, was he whose name rather glares than 
shines in our English history, I mean Archbishop Williams, 
and yet it is well known that he rather opposed his rival and 
superior Archbishop Laud, than the Altar and Sacrifice itself. 
[ And indeed the Altar against which he particularly expressed 
his indignation and resentment, was literally a Popish Altar, 
on which the sacrifice of the Mass had formerly been offered, 
and which a private vicar had re-erected in his church*®:] so 
that I must, till better informed, consider your Lordship as 
the first Christian Bishop that ever yet openly declared 
against that Sacrifice for which we now plead; but heavens 
forbid that you should finally persist in your hostility against 
so primitive and Divine an institution. 

Some may think that your Lordship has already passed a 
definitive sentence against it, or that you are gone too far to 
retreat; but, my Lord, I have seen a very learned and 
upright temporal judge sitting upon the bench, who upon 
the first opening of the cause has with some degree of vehe- 
mence espoused the plaintiff’s plea, and yet upon hearing 
the adverse counsel and evidence has finally pronounced 
sentence for the defendant. And, my Lord, that candour and 
impartiality, by which your Lordship stands distinguished in 
the opinion of those who pretend best to know you, give me 
reason to hope that you will upon a full hearing be convinced 
that Dr. Hancock (of whose learning and judgment you had 
entertained so favourable an opinion) has imperfectly and 
falsely represented the case now in dispute: and, my Lord, 
the whole learned world can look upon what you have 
hitherto said on this subject as no more than the propensities 
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of a judge to one side of a cause, before the witnesses have 
been thoroughly examined, and the arguments of each side 
laid in an equal balance; and all reasonable men will allow 
that it is very consistent with the integrity and ability of the 
greatest human judges to pass final sentence against that 
side which they themselves favoured during the trial. And, 
my Lord, it is the design of these papers to take off those 
false colours which our adversaries have endeavoured to lay 
upon their errors, and to state and clear the notions of the 
ancients upon this weighty subject according to the best 
light I had from Scripture, and the most early monuments 
of primitive antiquity. 

Further, my Lord, the censure you was pleased to pass ° 
upon somewhat that I had said upon this subject in the 
Second Part of The Clergyman’s Vade Mecum?, gives me a 
right to say something in my own defence. I did indeed 
in the postscript to The Propitiatory Oblation, consider the 
most specious appearance of argument which your Lordship 
had urged against that passage in the Vade so far as the 
doctrine itself was concerned, but I was not so solicitous for 
the reputation of that book or the author of it, as for what 
concerned the Oblation itself, and therefore deferred the vin- 
dication of them till some further opportunity should offer 
itself, as now it does. 

And I choose to make my defence by way of Prefatory 
Epistle, because I desire to convince your Lordship and the 
world that I make a great distmction between you and those 
who pass under the name of adversaries in the following 
book ; for, my Lord, I abhor the thoughts of being an adver- 
sary toa Bishop. I thank God I was always bred under an 
awe and reverence of the Episcopal character, and I hope I 
shall never so far forget myself as to be guilty of any inso- 
lence or contempt toward the persons that are invested with 
it, whatever treatment I receive from any of that bench. 

My conscience bears me witness that the book (I mean 
the Second Part of the Vade Mecum) which has fallen under 
your Lordship’s displeasure, was compiled from one end to 
the other with a sincere design of serving the Established 
Church, and especially the Bishops themselves, and all things 
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that bore any relation to them, of which I esteemed the 
Altar and Sacrifice not the least; and he who when I pub- 
lished that book should have told me that one of those 
Bishops, and particularly your Lordship would be the first, 
and in effect the only man that would condemn it, I should 
have looked upon as a person that either did not understand 
your Lordship’s temper, or was disposed to misrepresent it ; 
for I could not believe that any of our English Bishops were 
for obliging enemies and giving up friends, a counsel which 
is believed to have undermined and shaken the royal throne 
and can never support the episcopal. 

My Lord, I shall use a true English freedom throughout 
this whole book, and particularly this epistle, and therefore 
think necessary to bespeak your Lordship’s patience and good 
temper. For I am one that have always studied truth much 
more than complaisance, and I think it my duty in this case, 
which I take to be of great moment, not to suppress my 
sentiments. If I had not been fully persuaded of the justice 
of my cause, I would never have so heartily espoused it, and 
he who is in earnest convinced of any Divine truth, and of 
the great moment and consequence of it, cannot but think 
that he has a right to speak what he believes, and that those 
arguments which have determined his own judgment, will 
have the same power in determining the judgments of others 
when duly considered and applied. Your Lordship will give 
me leave to speak with competent assurance of the truth of 
the doctrine for which I am now pleading, if I may be be- 
lieved when I. do most solemnly declare that if I had had 
any the least doubts or mistrusts either of the certainty of 
the doctrine, or my own integrity and disinterested zeal for 
it without any sinister or indirect view, I would never have 
troubled the world with a new book upon this subject. 

But there are several topics made use of by those that are 
adversaries of the Sacrifice, to inflame the minds of men 
against the thing itself and the assertors of it, which it will 
be very proper for me briefly to consider, and humbly to lay 
before your Lordship my thoughts upon every one of them. 
Whatever concerns the merits of the cause is, I hope, fully 
treated of in the following book; but there are objections 
which do not at all affect the cause itself, but the reputation 
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only of those who write for it, and these I have reserved for 
this place; and I will not omit any that I have hitherto met 
with, either in the books that have been written, or in the 
conversation I have had with others upon this subject. 

1. The first and capital objection of this sort is, that the 
Sacrifice of the Eucharist is right down Popery; if by Sacrifice 
be meant a material proper Sacrifice, which is what I have 
asserted in this treatise. And this indeed is a very terrible 
objection if it were a true one. If any of us asserted the Sacri- 
fice of the Mass, I would readily grant that no reproaches 
were too hard, no censures too severe against them, who were 
guilty of attempting to introduce so abominable a corruption. 
But, my Lord, it is evident to any man that is not exceed- 
ingly prejudiced, that the Sacrifice of the Primitive Church, 
for which we plead, and that of the Church of Rome, are 
substantially and essentially distinct. The Sacrifice of the 
Primitive Church consists of bread and wine, consecrated 
into the Sacramental Body and Blood of Christ by the secret 
operation of the Holy Spirit. The Sacrifice of the Church of 
Rome consists (if we may believe the Papists) of the very 
substantial Body and Blood of Christ, together with His 
human soul and Divine nature, or, in a word, of the one very 
true Christ, both God and man. And what necessarily 
follows from hence is, that the Sacrifice of the Primitive 
Church was thought to be effectual and prevalent, in virtue 
of the grand Personal Sacrifice, but the Sacrifice of the 
Church of Rome is affirmed to be the very same in substance 
that was made on the cross, and therefore of itself expiatory 
and satisfactory; and I am very sure that to all impartial 
inquirers this is a sufficient compurgation of the crime ob- 
jected against us. 

I confess, my ford; it is one thing for men to answer and 
confute any criminous objection laid against them, and it is 
another thing to free themselves from all suspicions of it. 
And it fares with us as it does with many other honest men, 
our own consciences acquit us, and we can abundantly refel 
all the arguments brought against us, but we cannot cure 
the jealous heads, or silence the reproachful tongues and 
pens of our adversaries; and whether this be our fault or 
theirs I submit to your Lordship’s judgment. 
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Popery has ever been the watchword of the enemies of the 
Church of England, whereby they have alarmed the people 
to the destruction of those that have stood in their way, and 
opposed their assaults upon the constitution; within these 
hundred years it was Popery with some, nay and is so to this 
day, to assert the co-operation of the will of man with the 
grace of God, or to contradict those notions of predestination 
or reprobation, which Mr. Calvin and his followers had made 
the fundamental article of religion. The Solifidians and 
Antinomians have produced as plausible allegations from 
some of the first reformers in behalf of their execrable 
opinions, as our adversaries can now pretend to bring from 
the same writers against us. Episcopaey and Liturgy, and 
all those particular doctrines and practices by which the 
Church of England is happily distinguished from the several 
sorts of dissenters, are to this day cried out upon as rank 
Popery by the main body of those who separate from us; 
they have indeed been taught better manners by those who 
have of late had the management of them, than to beard or 
insult our prelates with this sort of rhetoric; but those of 
the clergy whose duty requires them frequently to converse 
with these dissenting brethren on the level, know full well 
the truth of what I say by daily experience. And sure we 
have no just reason to be concerned, that the very same 
artillery is now employed against us which was formerly 
made use of against the whole constitution of our Church, 
and especially the defenders of it. There is indeed one con- 
sideration that does very much sharpen the edge of this 
objection, which is, that it comes from the tongues or pens 
of those of our own communion. This is a demonstration 
that our adversaries do too much symbolise with the hot 
bigoted fanatics, and are learning their language and logic ; 
and I must have leave to say, that this reproach does no 
more affect the assertors of the Sacrifice, than the assertors 
of Episcopacy and Liturgy; and I have reason to expect that 
all impartial men should believe what I now say, till our 
opponents can produce a proof of a Bishop without an Altar, 
or a Liturgy without a proper Sacrifice, from the remains of 
genuine antiquity. 

Therefore I am heartily sorry that my Lord Bishop of 
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Oxford in his last year’s Charge‘, should say of this among 
other doctrines, “that it savours too much of Popery.” By 
this his Lordship gives countenance to our adversaries in 
their most unmanly and unchristian revilings, and it is 
certain that by this means his Lordship has done more injury 
to his own reputation than to ours im the judgment of all 
discerning men; for persons of dignity cannot more degrade 
themselves, than by stooping down so low as to take up a 
vulgar reproach against any man, or body of men, especially 
when this reproach must at last fall, not only upon Arch- 
bishop Laud, and some of the most valuable of our English 
prelates and divines, but upon the whole race of the Primi- 
_ tive Bishops, and ‘the whole Church of the first-born,’ and of 
the most pure and uncorrupted ages. I cannot but say that 
his Lordship had much better consulted his own honour, by 
leaving this dirty work to Dr. Hancock and Dr. Wise. In 
the sequel of the Charge, he is pleased to say a great many 
sweet things, to persuade both sides to peace and mutual 
forbearance ; and having observed‘ that “some of each party 
accuse the other as betraying the Church, one side to Popery, 
the other to Presbytery ;’ he adds, “ Hard censures, and 
such as will one day be severely accounted for, if they are 
groundless, as I trust they are in the main on both sides. I 
do hope there are very few on either that are justly liable to 
them.” Now certainly the most prevailing argument that 
my Lord could have used to them who charge some of the 
Church with a design of betraying us to Presbytery, was to 
have given an example in his own person of laying aside all 
suspicions of Popery in the doctrines there mentioned, and 
which are now asserted by those against whom this part of 
his Charge is directed, and such a pattern might have been 
very influential and powerful; and if there were any on that 
side who charge the other with betraying us to Presbytery, 
that proceeded to calumniate the Bishop or any of his side 
for the future, they would have been more inexcusable. As 
for myself, I solemnly declare that I do not believe any one 
of our English Bishops disposed to betray us to Presbytery®, 
much less is it credible that his Lordship should have so ill 
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an opinion of his own friends, though he knows them much 
better than I can pretend to do. And I cannot conceive what 
his Lordship intended by seeming to give it for granted that 
a few on both sides might be justly liable to these censures, 
unless it were that he found it convenient for his hypothesis 
to have it believed that some few of the writers on our side 
were disposed to betray us to Popery, and then for a proof of 
his own impartiality, thought it but reasonable to give up a 
few of the other side, as willing to. betray us to Presbytery. 
And by the few who would betray us to Popery, it is obvious 
to suppose, that he by a usual figure of rhetoric meant one 
single man, for it is very hard for a successor to forget his 
ejected living predecessor. 

You, my Lord, are pleased to begin your arguings on this 
head with the same reflection; for you were truly sensible 
that there was no proof that could be thought of any force 
against this doctrine, but what had a spice of the same sort 
of logic. You do not “ wonder that priests of the Church of 
Rome, but that presbyters of a Reformed Church should lay 
claim to a Sacrifice ;” and are pleased to add that “it is 
pretty new, and somewhat unaccountable’.” Now, my Lord, 
with submission, the sturdy dissenters from our Church are 
much fuller of admiration at all who believe that Episcopacy 
is of Divine or Apostolical institution, or that we can pray 
spiritually by a form, than your Lordship can be at us for 
affirming the Eucharist to be a Sacrifice. And it is certain 
that the Sacrifice of the Primitive Church, explamed in the 
following book, differs as widely from that of the Papists as 
our Episcopacy and Liturgy does from theirs. As to the 
newness of it, your Lordship will give me leave to wonder 
that it should be an objection against the Sacrifice, since it 
is very evident (not to mention Mr. Perkins the rigid 
Calvinist’s known opinion in this point) that Mr. Mede 
publicly declared for the Altar and Sacrifice in Cambridge, 
A.D. 1635; whereas there is a doctrine openly espoused by 
several leading men of late, that is younger than this by six 
years, and when it was first started was universally dis- 
avowed by all the sound clergy and laity of the Church of 
England, and yet is now the darling notion of some that 
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PREFATORY EPISTLE. 9 


boast themselves your Lordship’s friends, against which you 
have not cautioned your clergy in your Charge; nay, of 
which your Lordship is believed to be a fautor. And I must 
add, that whereas the doctrine of the Sacrifice is truly primi- 
tive and Apostolical, this latter is destitute of all authority 
from the writings and practice of the first and purest ages, 
and was always by our Protestant divines of the Church of 
England represented as an invention of the Hildebrandine 
Papists, until now of late days. I need not tell you that I 
mean the doctrine of Resistance. 

Your Lordship is willing to have it believed that skies 
bishop Laud was of a different sentiment from us, when he 
wrote his Conference with the Jesuit; and to prove it, you 
observe that he calls it ‘The Memory of a Sacrifice ;? and so 
did the Fathers, my Lord, and so do we, who yet believe it 
to be a real Sacrifice, as will appear by this book. You are 
pleased farther to cite that blessed martyr, for asserting 
“three Sacrifices*, one by the priest, i. e. the commemorative 
sacrifice of Christ’s death, represented in bread and wine; 
another by the priest and people, i. e. the sacrifice of praise ; 
the third, by every particular man, 1. e. the sacrifice of body 
and soul.” Upon these words your Lordship is pleased to re- 
mark, “this enumeration of sacrifices, without putting any 
distinction between them, is a plam sign he thought none 
of them proper.” I submit it to your Lordship’s second 
thoughts, whether the enumeration do not necessarily imply 
a distinction ; or how it can in common equity be supposed 
that so excellent a writer should say, first, second, third, and 
yet mean one and the same. If the first be not a proper 
sacrifice, I must confess I am wholly mistaken in my reason- 
ings on this subject. Your Lordship spends two or three 
pages more on this subject, but I hope you will excuse me 
if I wholly omit the consideration of them, since you are not 
pleased to mention any authority of the ancient Church, ex- 
cept only that of St. Chrysostom, on the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, which I have considered Chap. II. Sect. 1, nor to 
offer at any argument from Scripture or reason. And as to 
what concerns the author of the Vade, I shall briefly speak 
to it before I conclude this epistle. But when your Lordship 
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had been pleased in your Charge to intimate that “it was 
more fit for Romish priests than English presbyters” to plead 
for the Sacrifice, I cannot but think that you too much 
lessen your performance in your preface, when you speak of 
those paragraphs which were intended against the Sacrifice, 
and call them the “little you have said” on that subject; for, 
my Lord, I am perfectly of opinion that your Lordship has 
used the strongest, 1 may say, the only argument against it, 
by intimating, though in a more gentle and tender manner 
than others, that it is a Popish doctrine: for this little is the 
sum and substance of all that has been said to purpose in the 
writings of Dr. Hancock, and others. They may outdo your 
Lordship in multiplicity of words and pages, but not in true 
and solid argument; and your Lordship has said all that in 
a line or two, which others have been able to say in their * 
larger writings; for if I know any thing of the matter, I 
must profess that I am fully of opinion that nothing great 
can be said against the Sacrifice. 

There is another writer, whose style speaks him a gentle- 
man of polite learning, and distinguishes him from our ad- 
versaries of the coarser sort, though he is pleased to conceal 
his name and character, who in a small book", which he calls 
A Defence of the Doctrine and Practice of the Church of 
England, is “at a loss how Dr. Hickes will distinguish his pro- 
pitiatory Sacrifice of the Eucharist, from the propitiatory Sa- 
crifice of the Mass',” though Dr. Hickes expressly calls it “an 
oblation of bread and wine,” in the words cited by this ingeni- 
ous author: and one would think this made an essential dif- 
ference between the Sacrifice of Dr. Hickes and of the Papists: 
by this you may measure the impartiality of this writer. 

And I am of opinion that his politeness, and other good 
qualities, cannot make amends for his want of faithfulness in 
representing the opinion of the most excellent Mede ; for 
this author would persuade us that “Mr. Mede, from first to 
last, resolves all into an oblation of prayer and thanksgiving 
to God the Father, through Jesus Christ*.” Again, “Mr. Mede 
owns that here is nothing offered in this Sacrament, but 

h T had been falsely informed that [Author's note, 2nd ed. ] 
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prayer and thanksgiving, and these made acceptable to God, 


by the Sacrifice of Christ on the cross, commemorated and 
represented by the bread and wine ;” and in the next page,. 
“though he carries this notion of a Sacrifice much higher than 
any Protestant writer before him; yet while nothing was in 
reality pretended to be offered, but only prayer and thanks- 
giving, and those only in commemoration of the real Sacrifice 
of the death of Christ, and not otherwise; this has been 
looked upon as one of the particularities of that learned man,” 
&c. Now I must observe that this representation confutes. 
itself; for it says that Mr. Mede “‘carried this notion of a Sacri- 
fice higher than any Protestant writer had done before;” and 
yet says, that “nothing,” according to him, “was to be offered, 
but prayer and praise:” for sure no Protestant writer ever 
asserted that prayer and praise are not offered in the Eu- 
charist; and if Mr. Mede affirmed that nothing more was 
offered there, how did he carry this notion higher than 
other Protestants? But let Mr. Mede speak for himself, 
who in discoursing on Malachi i. 10, 11, says, “Incense here 
notes the rational part of the Sacrifice, which is prayer, 
thanksgiving, and commemoration; mincha the material 
part thereof, which is oblatio farrea, or an oblation of bread 
and wine’.” Again, “the oblation of bread and wine is implied 
in St. Paul’s parallel of the Lord’s Supper, and the Sacrifices 
of Gentiles ; ‘ye cannot be partakers of the Lord’s Table, and 
the table of devils™.’” And alittle after, “the Passover was a 
Sacrifice, and therefore the viands here, as in all other 
[holy] feasts, were first offered to God: now the bread and 
wine which our Saviour took when He blessed and gave 
thanks, was the mincha, or meat-offering of the Passover; if 
then He did, as the Jews used to do, He agnized His Father, 
and blessed Him, by oblation of these His creatures to Him.” 
And as I observed in Propitiatory Oblation", Mr. Mede 
affirms that whereas in the Clementine Liturgy, prayer is 
made to.God “that He would receive the gift up to His 
heavenly Altar ; by the gift must be understood the bread 
and wine® :” but I will only further observe, that he asserts 
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“the Eucharist to be a Sacrifice, not in a metaphorical, but 
proper sense?;” and spends a whole chapter to prove “that the 
primitive Church, after Christ’s example, first offered bread 
and wine to God; then received them again in a banquet, as 
the symbols of the Body and Blood of His Son4.” My Lord, 
I humbly recommend the consideration of this flat contradic- 
tion to truth, nm the most valuable writer against the Sacri- 
fice, next to yourself and my Lord. Bishop of Oxford, to your 
impartial examination: and it is the more gross and palpa- 
ble, because it may be discovered by looking into an English 
book, open to every vulgar eye. 

It is true, Mr. Mede might safely say, in some sense, that 
we offer nothing but prayer and praise in the Eucharist ; and 
the same might be said of all the animal sacrifices of thanks- 
giving under the law: for the very animal itself was called, 
when so offered, m)n, aiveois, that is, ‘praise; as an offering 
for sin was also called ‘sin’ in the abstract ; but this does not 
at all prove that the Sacrifice itself in either case was per- 
fectly immaterial, as I have shewed in the following book, 
Chap. II. Sect. 2. 

This same writer at another place perstringes the assertors 
of a sacrifice for “ascribing a strange mystical efficacy to the 
act of consecration; and for placing he knows not what 
mysterious powers in the act of consecration, and invocation 
of the Holy Ghost’ ;” and speaks of those divines as “perfect- 
ing our reformation,” who (in Queen Elizabeth’s time) “did not 
bring in again that form of consecration and. invocation of 
the Holy Ghost :” by all which I cannot understand this 
writer to mean less than that it is a fault to ascribe any mys- 
terious efficacy, or power, to the prayer of consecration used 
in the primitive Church, and that our Liturgy is more per- 
fect without it than it was with it. In answer to which I 
will only appeal to another book, entituled, The Reasonable 
Communicant, where we are informed that “a Divine power 
and efficacy does accompany the holy Sacrament ;”, and for 
the proof of this, the author uses this argument, namely, that 
“the Church of Christ did heretofore pray that the Holy 
Spirit of God coming down on the creatures of bread and 
wine, might make them the Body and Blood of Christ,” and, 
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“that after the consecration such a Divine power and efficacy 
doth accompany the holy Sacrament, as makes the bread and 
wine become the spiritual and mystical Body and Blood of 
Christ’.” Now this is all that either the ancient Church or 
we ascribe to the prayer of consecration. These two books 
are equally admired by the adversaries of the Sacrifice ; but 
I cannot but think The Reasonable Communicant to have 
been written with a genius and temper much beyond that 
which appears in the Defence: and therefore from the cen- 
sures of the latter I appeal to the primitive doctrine con- 
tained in the former. And I must add that this prayer of 
invocation for the descent of the Holy Ghost is very far from 
any just suspicion of Popery: for there is no such prayer in 
the present Roman Missal, nor has been for eleven hundred 
years last past; but in the time of Pope Gelasius the First, 
at the latter end of the fifth century, there probably was, as 
will hereafter appear. 

2. The next objection of this sort against the writers for 
the Sacrifice is, that they trump up this doctrine with some 
indirect design, which they are afraid to own; and that the 
doctrine itself has an ill aspect on the civil government: and 
this I only take to be a proof of the jealousy of our adver- 
saries, or rather a sorry artifice to render us suspected to the 
court. If they who were the chief ministers of state when 
Dr. Hickes, and Mr. Nelson, and some others, published 
their notions on this subject, had believed their own divines, 
they might have been ready enough to take this opportunity 
of crushing some men, upon whom they had an ill eye » but 
Tam apt to think that they rather laughed in their sleeves 
when they observed how forward and officious some clergy- 
men (unworthy of that name) are, to traduce and delate their 
brethren and their best friends, in order to signalize their 
zeal for those that were in a capacity to reward it. If the 
assertors of the Sacrifice had had any intentions against the 
state, they would certamly have chosen some more popular 
theme, they would have started some notions that were new 
at least, and better contrived to captivate the multitude. 
This is Popery, if our adversaries may be judges; and can 
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they think that preaching, or writing for Popery, is a proper 
method to engage people against the government? It is 
rather an infallible way to provoke both governors and people 
against ourselves. I am of opinion that it would puzzle the 
most learned of our adversaries to give one single instance of 
any doctrine, whether old or new, true or false, that could 
with less probability be made use of, to seduce people from 
their allegiance to the Queen, than this which is now in dis- 
pute. If you consider the genius of the people, they are, or 
were, either averse to it, or altogether unconcerned for or 
against it: if you consider the doctrine itself, it has no rela- 
tion to the civil government. Dr. Taylor, that was after- 
wards Bishop of Down and Connor, did, in the time of our 
confusions, while rebellion and fanaticism reigned, directly 
assert the doctrine of the Sacrifice. He did the same thing 
which Dr. Hancock, in his preface to his book against 
Dr. Hickes*, charges as a fault on Mr. Nelson; that is, he 
brought the notion of a Sacrifice into a book of devotion, I 
mean his Holy Living and Dying". [Nay, he did more than 
all this, he drew a Communion Office* in the English tongue 
according to the scheme of the ancient Greek and Apostolical 
Liturgies: only in one particular he differs from them, that 
is in placing the Consecration, or the prayer for the descent 
of the Holy Ghost on the Communicants, and on the Sym- 
bols, before the rehearsal of the words of institution. In all 
the ancient Liturgies we have first the institution, then the 
oblation, and last of all the prayer for the descent of the 
Holy Ghost. But Bishop Taylor follows the series of the 
first Liturgy of Edward VI.] And even Mr. Patrick, who 
was afterwards D.D. and Bishop of Ely, did, before those 
confusions were ended, openly declare for an oblation of 
bread and wine, as I shall presently shew ; yet I am not sen- 
sible that they were by the enthusiastic and fanatical divines — 
of that age represented as malignants, or disaffected to the 
government on that account: nor had either of those two 
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great men the vanity to think that by this means they pro- 
moted the restoration of King Charles IT., though it happened 
within half a year after Mr. Patrick’s book was printed. And 
I conceive, if either of them had claimed a reward, as instru- 
ments of that happy turn of affairs, and attempted to prove 
it by shewing their books for the Sacrifice or oblation, they 
could not more effectually have exposed themselves. And I 
leave this to the reflection of those who would represent the 
publication of this primitive doctrine as a treasonable prac- 
tice, and a plot against the state, in the reign of our most 
pious and merciful Queen, which yet passed unpunished and 
uncensured on this account even by fanatical rebels and 
usurpers ; who were the most apt of any men living to make 
use of fictitious and imaginary crimes, and were pushed on 
by visionary fears, and the ill-bodings of their own con- 
sciences, to oppress truth and right. 

3. It may be said that this doctrine tends to create divi- 
sions amongst us; and this may be said of any doctrine 
which is not universally received, when books are published 
for and against it. But then the question is, whether we 
ought from hence to conclude that truth is never to be pub- 
lished for fear of this consequence ; and whether they who 
assert truth, or they who oppose it, are justly chargeable with 
those divisions which follow thereupon. And both these par- 
ticulars I leave to your Lordship’s determination. There is 
another question, which I humbly lay before your Lordship, 
and that is, why the publishing a book in behalf of the Sacri- 
fice by Dr. Hickes, should be looked upon as more culpable 
and tending to division than by Mr. Mede. For, my Lord, 
it is notorious that Mr. Mede’s Christian Sacrifice was a 
book as much celebrated as any other written by him, or by 
any of our most famous divines ; and to say that he did not 
write for a material proper Sacrifice, is mere fiction. And 
what reason could Dr. Hickes have to suppose that his writ- 
ings on the same subject should meet with more opposition 
from our Bishops and clergy, than Mr. Mede’s had done? 
_ And as I believe Dr. Hickes’s book yet remains unanswered, 
so I am not sensible that any man has attempted a reply to 
Mr. Mede. And if our divines had for the five or six years 
last past been as universally well affected to the Sacrifice, as 
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they had been for seventy years before, Dr. Hickes’s book had 
occasioned no more division than Mr. Mede’s ; for it is oppo- 
sition that causes division. Dr. Hickes and others have said no 
more than what Mr. Mede had said before in other words ; 
and if his saying it cause animosities among us, this must in 
justice be resolved into a prejudice which some have con- 
ceived against the writer, rather than the book. Why else 
must the Christian Priesthood be assaulted, while the Chris- 
tian Sacrifice remains unattacked, and has so remained for 
near eighty years together ? It is scarce to be expected that 
this age should be more free from disputes than any of those 
that have already passed: for there are in all ages such as 
love truth, and such as hate it, or however, cannot see 
it in any opinion or practice maintained by those to whom they 
have an aversion upon other accounts, but oppose the truth 
for the sake of those who are advocates for it, and consider not 
so much what is said, as who speaks it, and it is therefore 
no more to be wondered that disputes and oppositions hap- 
pen now, than that they have done so in all preceding times. 
And I am fully persuaded that there is no neglected truth 
that more deserves to be contended for than the doctrine of 
the Sacrifice ; for I suppose it will appear to all unprejudiced 
inquirers to be a truth of very great moment and conse- 
quence. And though when some assert truth, and others 
contradict it, divisions must of necessity be the effect; yet 
the assertors in this case cannot but believe that as their 
cause is right, so the Divine Providence will not permit such 
divisions to be lasting; for great is the rrutH, and will pre- 
vail, even against the most powerful opponents. I doubt not, 
but in the primitive Church, whatever Bishop had opposed, 
or depraved the Sacrifice, he would immediately have been 
obliged to give place to an orthodox successor: for I have 
reason to believe that the ancient Bishops, clergy, and peo- 
ple, were not more uniform in any point of doctrine or wor- 
ship, than in their notions and practice concerning the 
Eucharistical oblation. And if any single Bishop, with the 
generality of his clergy and laity, had agreed together to 
maim or deface the Christian Sacrifice, and stood in defiance 
of their neighbouring Bishops and Synods; yet any parti- 
cular clergyman or layman, who was dissatisfied with these 
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innovations, might, in such a Case, have removed into another 
diocese, where the Sacrifice was retained in its perfect purity 
and splendour ; but it is evident that nothing of this sort is 
now practicable in this national Church ; and that therefore 
such priests and pious discerning laymen, as are convinced 
of the truth and necessity of the primitive Sacrifice, and do 
not think that the public provision for it is sufficient, have no 
proper remedy left, but to labour with prayers to God, and 
with persuasions and arguments to men, for the perfect 
restitution of the sacrificial oblatory part of the Christian 
Liturgy; and in the mean time, to supply such defects as 
well as they can, by their own private silent devotions. Ina 
word, the writers for the Sacrifice may be impleaded as the 
ringleaders of division and faction; but then this accusation 
may with as good reason be laid against them, who write for 
the necessity of Episcopacy in Scotland, or who contend for 
the Liturgy in the vulgar tongue in Spain or Italy. 

4. But this doctrine of the Sacrifice (say some) tends to 
alienate the minds of dissenters from the clergy and com- 
munion of the Church, and thereby to put a stop to the union 
so much expected. But I conceive your Lordship by this 
time may be convinced, that this union of dissenters with 
the Church, is a mere airy phantom, and that we are never to 
expect that the main body of dissenters, as they now stand 
affected, would unite with the Church upon any reasonable 
terms ; nor have they ever shewed any signs of, or tendencies 
to, a peaceable disposition ; and the clergy have no method 
left of winning them to the Church, but as they can gradu- 
ally, and man by man, by argument and persuasion, recon- 
cile them te our communion. And I am fully persuaded, 
that we may as easily demonstrate the truth and necessity of 
the doctrine of a Sacrifice in the Eucharist, as any other point 
now in dispute between us. But if we must publish no doc- 
trine but what agrees with the palates of dissenters, I am 
sure our sermons and writings must be very defective; nor 
can we be true to our Blessed Master, and teach our people 
‘to do all things which He hath commanded us.’ And dis- 
senters themselves will justly loathe us, and our communion, 
if once they find that we stifle our own real sentiments, and 
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there is nothing more inconsistent with Christian simplicity, 
and with that vappyoia, that integrity and assurance of mind, 
in speaking the whole truth and nothing but the truth, as it is 
in Christ ; than to handle the Word of God deceitfully, either 
by curtailing what we believe to be the doctrine of the 
Gospel, or by adulterating it with sophistical mixtures, to 
make it go down the better with men whose palates are 
-vitiated. I most heartily desire peace with the dissenters ; 
but I desire it on Christian terms, and upon the primitive 
plan ; and I am very sure, that no other peace can be either 
honourable or lasting. 

5. It may be said that the public maintaining of this doc- 
trine, especially if it were espoused by the generality of the 
Bishops and clergy, might give a handle to the enemies of 
the Church to persecute and destroy them. And must then 
the Pastors of Christ’s flock be afraid of discharging their 
consciences, and executing their Master’s commission, lest 
they should suffer for it? And shall the fear of men so far 
prevail over us, as to make us forget our duty to our God and 
Saviour? Can the Church of this age hope to flourish and 
enlarge its bounds by any other means than those by which 
the Apostolical Church did first overcome the world; that is, 
by boldness in speaking the truth, and by patience in suffer- 
ing for it? I trust in God, there are now, as well as of old, 
men that are ready to suffer all things for the sake even of 
the least of those Commandments, which they have received 
from their ever blessed Redeemer, much more for so very 
momentous an institution. I am persuaded, that if God, in 
His gracious Providence, do ever intend any farther exalta- 
tion of our Church, and to perfect the glory of it, He will do 
it in the old method, that is, by the fiery trial of some at 
least of its most eminent or zealous members. And to say 
that a doctrine must not be taught for fear of provoking men, 
is in effect to say, that Christians and Priests must study to 
please men, lest they should become Martyrs or Confessors. 
I take it for certain, that God will never truly magnify His 
Church by human policies, or by the temporizing palliative 
arts of the wise men of this world; but by the sincere disin- 
terested zeal, and firm constancy of the clergy and people, or 
of a number of them, in opposition to the frowns and smiles 
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of all its professed enemies or mistaken friends. It is very 
certain, my Lord, that the greatest and most formidable 
enemies of the Church are they who believe our very Creeds 
to be Popery, and our Sacraments priestcraft; who would re- 
duce our Christian faith to one single article, that Jesus is 
the Messias, and look upon that too as far from being neces- 
sary. And, my Lord, the friendship of these men is never 
to be expected but upon a total renunciation of primitive 
Christianity. They may caress those who oppose the Sacrifice, 
and such like doctrines, as more moderate enemies; but if 
once they can crush them whom they call high-flyers, their 
next work will be to silence and suppress those that are for 
retaining the twelve old articles of the Christian faith ; for 
they have the very same objection against these that the 
author of the Defence has against the mysterious power of 
Consecration, viz. that “it amuses the understandings, and 
confounds the devotion of the common people’.” And though 
these men of short creeds are now the chief patriots and 
fautors of the dissenting interest, in opposition to that of the 
Church, yet if God in His displeasure should permit the dis- 
senters to be made use of by such men as tools to the de- 
struction of the established religion, they would soon find, 
by dear-bought experience, that these pretended patriots are 
no more friends to their principles than ours, (except it be in 
relation to civil government,) and that very few, in compari- 
son, of those who separate from the Church, will find any 
countenance from those whom they now look upon as their 
chief supporters. For it is very evident, that they measure 
their own and other men’s religion by the brevity and plain- 
ness of their creeds, and are known enemies to every thing 
that is mysterious and above reason; and will as soon become 
converts to the Quakers, as to the Presbyterians or Inde- 
pendents; and as easily be reconciled to the principles of 
Dr. Hickes or Mr. Dodwell, as of Calvin or Baxter. They 
can fawn upon fanatics, enthusiasts, or even Bishops, if they 
can hope by this means to serve a present turn; but 
~ Machiavel, Algernon Sidney, and such like writers, are their 
oracles in relation to civil government; and Socinus, Toland, 
or Blunt, as to matters of religion. And I cannot but won- 
Y Page 12. 
c2 


20 PREFATORY EPISTLE. 


der to see men, who,-I in charity believe, are Christians at 
the heart, espouse the interest, and put themselves under the 
protection of such leaders ; and I can look upon it as little less 
than a judicial infatuation, that men, who have any manner 
of regard to that faith which was once delivered to the saints, 
can court, or permit themselves to be courted by, such dema- 
gogues. These are the chief enemies, from whom at present 
the Church has reason to apprehend any mischief ; and these 
are as inveterate against our Catholic forms of faith, and 
other essentials of Christianity, as against the Sacrifice. But 
give me leave to add, that these men do bear a most especial 
hatred to those of your Lordship’s venerable order: they 
may for some private reasons like the man, but they cannot 
but abhor the Bishop. And I have reason to believe, that of 
the two they would choose a Sacrifice without a Bishop, 
rather than a Bishop without a Sacrifice. For, my Lord, with 
these men that is the best religion that is the cheapest; and, 
next to the shortness of the Creed, the second best property 
in it is the smallness of the cost. It is well known that this 
is one reason alleged, why so many Protestant States are not 
capable of receiving Episcopacy ; viz. because they are not 
able to support the dignity of Bishops, which they therefore 
represent as extremely burdensome and expensive ; and no 
doubt but these men would at any time of the day exchange 
Episcopacy for the Eucharistical Sacrifice, and think it a good 
bargain too; and therefore I cannot believe that the most 
terrible enemies of our Church can be so much provoked to 
destroy it, on account of this doctrine of the Sacrifice, if it 
were as universally received and practised as I could wish it 
were; as they already are by the Episcopal form of govern- 
ment, and the Bishops’ lands. 
It may be suspected by some, that our own people may be 
inflamed against us on this account; but I must profess, I have 
no reason to apprehend any such consequence. There can — 
be no just cause for them to be averse from the Sacrifice, 
more than the Eucharist itself. Formerly indeed our people 
were- too ready to hearken to the malicious suggestions of 
fanatics against the clergy; but I cannot but say, that dis- 
senters have of late years, in a great measure, forfeited their 
credit with the people of our communion. It is commonly 


PREFATORY EPISTLE. 21 


said, I know, that Archbishop Laud’s zeal for the Sacrifice 
was the principal objection against him, and cost him his life, 
and was one great occasion of all the public calamities that 
ensued upon it; and of this the Defence takes notice”. I 
question not, but it was a comfort to Archbishop Laud that 
he died a martyr in so good a cause; and yet the odium 
against Archbishop Laud was raised by the faction of that 
age, altogether as much upon the score of his zeal for those 
doctrines which were then called Arminianism, as for that of 
the Sacrifice ; for the Divines who then prevailed, condemned 
all those primitive principles as rank Popery, which yet has 
not deterred the clergy, and even the Bishops themselves, 
since those days, from openly espousing those doctrines and 
principles, notwithstanding the hideous declamations of the 
fierce dissenters against them on this account. And I be- 
lieve it may be justly said, that the tenets which are falsely 
called Arminian, do now generally obtain. And this is a 
plain proof, that a doctrine thrives the better, for having 
been watered by the blood of the holy Martyr. Et Deus 
secundet Omen. They who look no further than to the out- 
side of things, may imagine that this great man was perse- 
cuted even to death for his opinions and notions; but they 
who impartially read the history of those times, and reflect 
upon the temper of the chief actors in that bloody tragedy, 
will find it evident, that it was the man, the royal counsellor, 
and the Christian Primate, they aimed at; and when he and 
his order were destined to destruction by the party which 
then prevailed, some colours must be used, some specious 
pretext contrived, for so barbarous and inhuman a murder, 
for so execrable and sacrilegious a devastation of the purest 
Church in the world. Our people, left to themselves, could 
never have so far been inflamed against the Archbishop or 
the Church, as to proceed to such furious excesses. The 
puritanical preachers, who at that time had gotten possession 
of, or borrowed pulpits in the city, and im all the populous 
places of the nation, exasperated the minds of the people 
against that great man, and his pious endeavours to perfect 
our constitution ; and these preachers were the men, who 
being set on by the heads of the party in the two Houses, 
* Page 9, 
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did, under pretence of zeal against Popery, run down 
Prelacy, Arminianism, Altars, and Sacrifice, and indeed the 
Church itself, with one and the same breath. We have no 
more reason to apprehend any danger to the Altar and 
Sacrifice from our own people, than my lords the Bishops 
have to their dignities and authority, or the whole Church to 
our Liturgy and worship; unless it can be supposed, that 
some of our own body can act the part which was then left 
to the puritanical preachers, and make false alarms of 
Popery, and other ill things, that were never meant, and 
which can scarce be believed by them who would persuade 
others to do so. The clamours of dissenters are now, in a 
great measure, confined within the walls of their conventi- 
cles; and the infection, God be praised, is not so spreading 
as it was in those days. Our enemies of that sort can never 
hurt us, if we be but true to ourselves, and can but contain 
our tongues and pens from misrepresenting each other. 

And further, in answer to all objections of this kind, in 
which the merits of the cause are not concerned, but only 
the prudence of the writers and the seasonableness of their 
enterprise, I desire it may be considered ; first, That Divine 
truth is always seasonable, except to cunning men and poli- 
ticians ; and no truth can at any time be seasonable to them 
if it do not fall in with their own schemes and projections ; 
nay, nothing is easily admitted for truth with them which is 
disobliging or unagreeable to those whose friendship they 
court, or by whose means they hope to advance their own in- 
terest. I am apt to believe that the very Gospel itself had 
been yet unknown to the greatest part of Europe, if the first 
publishers of it had stayed till they were called for by the 
masters of politics in the several nations where it now prevails. 
Nay, secondly, I cannot but think that Dr. Hickes’s attempt 
to establish this doctrine was as well timed as any thing of 
this nature could be. It was when he saw a violent assault — 
made on the very being of the Church and Priesthood ; when 
a design was publicly set on foot to dissolve the Catholic 
Church into numberless clans and clubs, and to degrade 
Priests into mere tenders, or under-spur-leathers to those 
clans or clubs; and not to assert the Sacrifice on such a very 
urgent occasion, would have been interpreted as a tacit re- 
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nunciation of it. There had now passed seventy years since 
the publication of Mr. Mede’s Christian Sacrifice, and though 
several divines had in this interval followed him in this par- 
ticular, so far as to let the world know that they did believe 
the Eucharist to be a proper Sacrifice, yet scarce any had 
professedly and at large treated upon it. It was, therefore, 
now high time to renew this claim, when there was the most 
violent provocation given that ever was, as I verily believe, 
from the first institution of the Sacrifice and the Priesthood, 
to this very day. Further, there had at that time, when 
Dr. Hickes published the Christian Priesthood, been public 
agitations for altering some particulars in the Liturgy of our 
Church ; and it is well known, that this had been proposed 
to the Convocation soon after the Revolution; and it was with 
good reason supposed, that the governors of the Church 
waited only for a seasonable opportunity of renewing this 
proposal. And sure no man will wonder, if a divine of 
Dr. Hickes’s eminence, who was himself perfectly convinced 
of the truth and importance of this doctrine, did earnestly 
desire, that when the Convocation should again sit upon this 
weighty affair, some alterations might be made in favour of 
this most primitive doctrine. And whatever reasons of state 
or human prudence there might then be to the contrary, yet 
it must be acknowledged that the thing itself was very desir- 
able, that when so many alterations were meditated in com- 
pliance with the present age, some regard might be had to 
Apostolical antiquity. If the Doctor did apprehend that this 
effort of his was like to meet with opposition from several 
persons of great authority in the Church, I cannot think that 
this was a sufficient consideration to check his honest. and 
pious zeal, upon supposition that he was in his own con- 
science satisfied of the justice of his cause, which ought in 
common equity to be presumed. Your Lordship knows very 
well that the corruptions of the Church of Rome were first 
discovered by private persons, and that a very great part of 
this nation was, by the writings of particular men, convinced 
of the necessity of a reformation long before any countenance 
had been given to this cause, either by our King or Prelates. 
And it is notorious that Christianity was introduced into most 
nations by the care and courage of some one, or of a 
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few men, in opposition to all human power. If this 
method prove inconvenient, it is most of all so to such as 
are the undertakers. And they indeed often have incurred 
severe penalties, and even death itself, for speaking bold 
truths when politicians did not think it seasonable. And 
Dr. Hickes is a man that has given effectual demonstration to 
the world that he can suffer in a cause which he believes to be 
good and righteous. When this doctrine was countenanced 
by the ecclesiastical and civil powers, it pleased God to permit 
it, together with the Church itself, to be run down by a popu- 
lar fury, and a most horrid unnatural rebellion. And it is pro- 
bable, that Divine Providence will choose to restore the pri- 
mitive Sacrifice by the same method that Divine truth has 
gained reception in all ages, that is gradually, by the endeavours 
and patient sufferings of those who engage in the defence of 
it. You, my Lord, together with my Lord Bishop of Oxford, 
have consulted your own safety and taken effectual care 
noteto die martyrs, as the most Reverend Archbishop Laud in 
some measure did, for this holy truth. And I have not heard 

of more than one of that present venerable bench that has ever — 
been pleased publicly to declare in favour of it. Iam sometimes 
inclined to think, that the avowed opposition of two of our 
Bishops against this doctrine, is so far from being an ill symp- 
tom of the disposition of the clergy and people to embrace the 
doctrine and practice of the Sacrifice, that 1 do not know but 
it may in the event be one means of making way for its general 
reception. Iam not so sanguine as to hope that this whole 
Church can be convinced of this truth all at once; nor yet 
am I without hope, that by God’s blessing on the labours of 
them who do now, or may hereafter contend for the perfect 
establishment of it, the prejudices of men may by degrees be 
conquered, and the Unbloody Sacrifice and Altar recover its 
pristine lustre and esteem, not by the force and imposition of 
human authority, but by its own intrinsic excellence and rea- 
sonableness, and by the irresistible evidence of Scripture and 
antiquity ; for this is the way by which Divine truth delights 
to diffuse itself. And though I cannot in reason expect to 
live to that blessed day, yet I am full of hopes that it will not 
be long before the primitive Sacrifice gains an establish- 
ment in our public councils, with a nemine contradicente, 
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with the concurrent desires and suffrages of the clergy and 
people. 

And now, my Lord, I must have liberty to say, that I have 
answered all the objections I know of, both against the Sacri- 
fice itself, and the defenders of it; the former in the book 
itself, the latter in this Prefatory Epistle, without concealing 
the force or strength of any one of them. Dr. Hancock, I 
remember, tells Dr. Hickes*, “that he could help him to 
better proofs of the Sacrifice than those which he had pro- 
duced.” If there were any truth in this, Dr. Hancock by 
saying it only proved the weakness of his own performance ; 
for all writers, that would do justice to their own cause, 
ought to assail the strongest arguments that they know 
against it; and he that does it not, leaves a just suspicion in 
his reader’s mind, that the reason why he conceals them is, 
that he has no sufficient answer to make; and therefore the 
most charitable construction that can be put upon this say- 
ing of Dr. Hancock’s is, that it was a mere gasconade. 

Your Lordship might perhaps expect, that I should under- 
take to answer all the allegations produced from our modern 
divines against the sacrifice of the Mass; but I think I 
should undervalue the judgments of those great men by sup- 
posing that they would have argued against the Sacrifice as 
represented by Mr. Mede and Dr. Hickes, in the same man- 
ner that they have done against the Sacrifice of Transubstan- 
tiation in the Church of Rome. And I do seriously profess 
to your Lordship, that the two Charges published by yourself 
and my Lord of Oxford, are as full of authority against the 
Sacrifice as any of those citations which have so plentifully 
been produced from modern Bishops and Doctors ; nay, your 
own opinion, in relation to the Sacrifice, would weigh as 
much with me as that of Bishop Overall, or any of your pre- 
decessors in the See of Norwich, upon supposition that your 
Lordship’s opinion were supported with as good authorities 
from true antiquity as theirs; and without such support, I 
am confident your Lordship will not expect that your judg- 
ment should be thought decisive. I would as soon resign 
myself to the determination of my Lord Bishop of Oxford 
that now is, as to that of his most learned and generous pre- 
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decessor, Bishop Fell, if his Lordship’s sentiment were as 
agreeable to that of the primitive Church, as I believe Bishop 
Fell’s to have been. If my most reverend patron, diocesan, 
and primate, should think fit to declare against the Sacrifice, 
I must own his personal authority to be as great and weighty 
in itself considered, as that of Archbishop Laud, or any of 
his Grace’s predecessors, since the time of Augustine to this 
very day ; but since our divines of late ages have very much 
differed in their judgments on this head of religion, therefore I 
know no other more proper course to bring this dispute to a just 
issue, than by appealing to genuine uncorrupted antiquity. 
The Reverend Dr. Hickes has produced a great number of 
citations from our Protestant Bishops and divines, many of 
which are very full and express for the Sacrifice ; and I de- 
sire that these may be laid in the scale against those allega- 
tions, which, though aimed against the Popish Mass, yet may 
seem to bear hard upon the primitive Sacrifice itself. Simce 
there is not so perfect a harmony and agreement on this sub- 
ject amongst our English divines, as there is in other matters, 
it remains, that either these disputes continue still undecided, 
or that they be brought to a conclusion by an impartial in- 
quiry into the judgment of the primitive Apostolical Church. 
As for that trite objection which neither your Lordship, 
nor any of those who have opposed the Christian Sacrifice 
have omitted, I mean Mr. Mede’s acknowledgment that 
“what the ancient Church understood by the Sacrifice is 
beyond belief obscure and intricate;” I hope the whole 
treatise annexed to this epistle is an effectual answer to it, 
though after all it was an objection that would have been 
thought of no weight in any other case, because, as I have 
elsewhere observed, Mr. Mede does not attribute the ob- 
scurity to the thing itself, but to the disputes raised about 
it. And if the obscurity of any doctrine be a sufficient proof 
against the truth of it, I am afraid there are very few 
doctrines in the Christian creed, or even in natural religion, 
nay in philosophy or metaphysics, that are not as much 
affected by this objection as the doctrine of the Sacrifice. I 
believe few of our Church do now doubt of the freedom of 
human actions because it is very hard to explain this doctrine 
so as to render it clearly consistent with the Divine pre- 
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science ; and what orthodox Christian renounces the doctrine 
of the Trinity because it is confessedly difficult to reconcile 
the unity of the Deity with the co-existence of three really 
Divine persons? and to disbelieve the Sacrifice because one 
cannot satisfy himself in the modalities of it, is just as 
rational as for a philosopher to deny the magnetic power 
because he is not convinced that any one has yet given a full 
and satisfactory solution of all the phenomena relating to 
that great secret of nature. And this is but one instance of 
many, which might be produced to shew that those objections 
are thought to be of force against the Sacrifice, which would 
not be thought to deserve an answer, if they were made 
against any other doctrine. 

It was the chief design of those who have formerly set 
themselves to defend the Eucharistical Sacrifice, to prove the 
thing itself, viz. that our Saviour instituted, and the Apostles 
and primitive Church believed and practised this Sacrifice ; 
and I crave leave to say, that there was no necessity for me, 
or any man else, to take any further pains in this matter, for 
that our Saviour intended the Eucharist to be a Sacrifice, and 
that the most primitive Church did so esteem and use it, was 
as clear as anything need be. But because some men urged 
Mr. Mede’s confession of its obscurity as an argument against 
the very existence of the thing itself, I have endeavoured in 
the following sheets to present my reader with a draught of 
the Christian Sacrifice, both as to the material substances 
there offered, and as to the ends for which, and the Altar on 
which, and the officers by whom it is offered, and as to the 
manner of its consumption; and I conceive it will appear to 
any unprejudiced examiner, that the main difficulty in the 
whole scheme is to explain what that material thing or sub- 
stance is which is offered, or how or in what manner the 
bread and cup in the Sacrament are the Body and Blood of 
Christ, and by what means they became so; and I conceive 
that this difficulty does affect the Eucharist considered as a 
Sacrament rather than considered as a Sacrifice. That the 
nature of the Sacrament is very mysterious and obscure, is 
very evident from the multitude of those voluminous books 
that have been written upon that subject, and it is believed 
to be so to this day by all, except those who follow Gicolam- 
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padius, Arminius, or Socinus, who have generally been looked 
upon by all others to be erroneous in this point. If divines 
were once unanimously agreed what that material substance 
is which is given and received in the Eucharist, and by what 
means it becomes what it is, the main difficulty of the doc- _ 
trine of the Sacrifice would presently vanish ; and because 
the several bodies of divines of the Romish, Lutheran, and 
Calvinistical persuasion, do so widely differ in this matter ; 
and the Church of England is, I think, allowed by all to have 
made no precise determination in this point, but to have 
satisfied herself by saying in general terms, that “the Body 
and Blood of Christ is verily and indeed taken and received 
by the faithful in the Lord’s Supper ;” therefore I have been 
obliged to consider the doctrine of the primitive Church as 
to this point ; for without this it had been impossible to say 
what that was which was offered in the primitive Church. 
But it is evident that this difficulty does immediately concern | 
the Sacrament rather than the Sacrifice ; and that therefore 
they who would prove there was no Sacrifice in the Church, 
because the nature of it is very obscure, might with much 
more reason have asserted that there was no Sacrament 
among the ancients; for he that can solve the notions of the 
ancients in relation to the reality of the sacramental Body 
and Blood, has overcome the grand difficulty of the primitive 
Sacrifice ; and I humbly submit what is offered upon this 
subject in the Appendix to Chap. II. Sect. 1. to the judg- 
ment of your Lordship and the learned world. 

Further, my Lord, though I have shewed that Mr. Mede 
did assert a material Sacrifice, yet it must be confessed, that 
he not living to see any book written in answer to his learned 
works on this subject, was not so fully aware of the neces- 
sity of proving at large that the primitive Sacrifice was ma- 
terial, by a particular induction of authorities to this purpose. — 
He thought it sufficient to prove a Sacrifice of bread and 
wine, an Unbloody Sacrifice; not suspecting that any men 
could be so very exceptious as either to deny that a Sacrifice of 
bread and wine was the Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of 
Christ, or that such a Sacrifice would be deemed by Protest- 
ants to be the Sacrifice of the Mass; or that an Unbloody 
Sacrifice would be construed to be an oblation of mere 
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prayer and praise. Farther, I found that many who did 
believe the Eucharist to be a proper Sacrifice, yet were 
not sufficiently apprized of the great importance of this 
doctrine, and of the great stress that the ancients with good 
reason laid upon it; nay, I found that some who could see 
no reason to doubt but that the Sacrifice was believed and 
practised by the primitive Church, were not sufficiently satis- 
fied how this doctrine was reconcileable to the perfect satis- 
faction made by the personal oblation of Christ Himself. 
These considerations convinced me of the necessity of having 
those points cleared, and these obstacles to the reception of 
the Eucharistical Sacrifice removed. 

It had been happy for the learned world if any one had 
published these objections and scruples while Mr. Mede was 
living and capable of writing an answer to them; for no man 
ever was more happy in understanding the Scripture and 
ancients than himself; but he was gone to his blessed rest 
before any now engaged in this controversy were born, as I 
have reason to believe. Archbishop Laud, his patron, a few 
years after fell a sacrifice to this doctrine among others ; the 
most primitively learned Bishop Bull was some years ago 
“ gathered to his fathers,’ whose doctrine he had so nobly 
followed and defended. Dr. Grabe soon followed him. 
Dr. Hickes, though yet alive, is worn out in the service of 
_ primitive Christianity and the study of antiquities, incapable 
- of turning over books, and of the fatigue of writing or dic- 
tating anything that requires long application, and every day 
expecting his dissolution. Mr. Nelson was engaged in writ- 
ing the Life of Bishop Bull, and publishing his works, and 
wholly employed since in works whereby he will merit of the 
present, and of future generations. And since I could hear 
of no person that was willing to undertake an affair of this 
nature, I at last came to a resolution of doing it myself; for 
though I was sensible how inferior I am in all respects to the 
least of those eminent servants of God whom I have now 
mentioned, yet I could discern no objections against this 
doctrine which were not capable of being answered by 
one of my mediocrity; and I hoped that it would be an 
additional evidence to the insufficience and feebleness of 
the arguments against the Sacrifice, if they could be refelled 
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by one that was so indifferently versed in antiquity, and 
engaged in the sole service of so very large a cure of souls, as 
IT am. 

It was my resolution from the beginning, to take my 
measures and information from antiquity only, and therefore 
not to look into any of those books that had been written 
either by those of the Church of Rome for their corrupted © 
Sacrifice, or by the Protestants against it; and I can truly 
say, I have most firmly and religiously observed this rule, 
which I at first proposed to myself. The Defence censures 
Dr. Heylin for using the very texts, and “ the Expositions of 
them, which the Papists had done in defence of the Mass, in 
his Antidotum Lincolniense.” Now I declare, I have not 
touched a book written by the modern Papists on their Sacri- 
fice, nor did I ever see Dr. Heylin’s Antidotum, or make 
any inquiry after it. But if it be a crime to cite the same 
texts that Papists do, it is impossible to avoid it; for, beside 
the history of institution, there is but one context which our 
adversaries will allow to be meant of the Eucharist, I mean 
1 Cor. x. The history of institution is in substance and 
effect but one, though four times repeated; and I cannot 
myself believe that beside the history of institution there 
are above four or five texts that do directly speak of the Eu- 
charist. Now Scripture-proof is what our opponents do 
almost wholly insist upon; and when we produce proofs 
from Scripture we are told, these are the very texts which 
the Papists use; for what is here said of Dr. Heylin as to 
this point, must undoubtedly be true of all that ever did or 
shall write upon this subject. Now I appeal to all the 
rational world, whether it be possible to imagine how such 
adversaries as these can think their cavils worthy of our con- 
sideration. Let them inform us of any one text in Scripture 
that they will allow to relate to the Eucharist, which the 
Papists have not cited, (for a man that never read their books 
may easily presume that if there are so very few contexts 
in the New Testament touching this matter, they will use 
them all,) and I am pretty confident that no men of middling 
sense could bear to read any writer that should so egre- 
giously trifle upon any other subject; and the very same 
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argument, mutatis mutandis, might with as good a face be 
made use of by Socinians against the very best of our writers 
upon the doctrine of the Trinity, which we hold in common 
with the Papists, and prove from the same texts of Scripture, 
and with the same expositions, that they do. 

In order to pursue my resolutions, I drew up a collection 
of such authorities for the Sacrifice as might not only prove 
the Sacrifice itself, but give the best light I could expect into 
the nature and modus of it, according to the sentiments of 
the earliest writers ; and because I look upon the Fathers of 
the fourth century to be the best expositors of the doctrine 
of the three former ages, therefore I proceeded to take as 
much information from them, and from the councils held in 
the same age, as I thought necessary for my purpose. I am 
far from pretending to have drawn up the whole force of all 
antiquity ; nay, I have omitted very many testimonies of the 
fourth century, which I did know, and probably more and 
as good as those I have produced, because I was ignorant of 
them. I have taken some citations from Theodoret, and 
Cyril of Alexandria, as two of the most eminent and early 
writers of the fifth century, and who had their education in the 
fourth. I have avoided all citations from writers whom I could 
discover to be spurious, excepting only the constitutions called 
Apostolical, because they are allowed to be of very considerable 
antiquity, and drawn, save only some gross later interpolations, 
_by very learned hands. It is very observable, that there is not 
any doctrine concerning the Eucharist, and particularly the 
Sacrifice, generally taught by the writers of the fourth cen- 
tury, according to the best of my observation, but what had 
been taught in the third, and second at least, and which I 
think I have proved to be the doctrine of our Saviour Him- 
self. The reader cannot expect such numerous and large 
proofs from the few remaining writers of the second and third 
century, and especially the first, as from those of the fourth ; 
but I cannot call to mind any particular of moment com- 
monly asserted in the fourth century, which was not likewise 
asserted in the former ages, though more briefly and con- 
cisely. And though I cannot so much depend on the writers 
of the fourth century when they were destitute of the autho- 
rity of the former ages; yet, when they fall in with them, it 
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seems a great proof that the Chugch of the former ages 
looked upon the doctrine or practice wherein there is so visi- 
ble an agreement, to be a matter of the greatest moment, and 
therefore did inculcate it upon their rising posterity with the 
greater earnestness and assiduity ; and that therefore their 
consent with their ancestors in such particulars proceeded 
from the unanimous judgment and faithful care of foregoing 
ages, to transmit such doctrines and practices clearly and 
fully to future generations. And what I have said of the 
fourth age, I might, I believe, apply to three or four succeed- 
ing centuries, so far as concerns the matter now in dispute ; 
for though there were, during this time, some additions made 
to the Eucharistic Liturgies, which might well have been 
spared, yet I am not apprehensive of any very gross corrup- 
tions introduced ; and I have given my reader a specimen 
of the judgment of the Church in the eighth century, from 
the Council of Constantinople that met to condemn image- 
worship ; from which it will appear, that even thus late the 
doctrine of the Eucharist and Sacrifice was preserved free 
from any gross adulteration, and especially from that which 
was afterwards called Transubstantiation ; and that there- 
fore, if Gregory Nyssen, so early as the fourth century, did 
teach a substantial change, as the most excellent Dr. Grabe 
suspects, this was peculiar to that Father, or, at the most, can 
be charged upon him and Cyril of Jerusalem only, (which 
last I must confess is in my opinion innocent as to this 
point,) and ought not to be looked upon as the current doc- 
trine of the Church, in that, or even the following ages. 

I likewise made extracts from the most ancient Liturgies 
now extant; and though none of them, except the Clemen- 
tine, be truly primitive, yet in such particulars as they agree 
with the Clementine, they do very much illustrate it, and 
shew the consent of Churches even in later ages, to many of 
the doctrines asserted in the following sheets. And it is very 
evident, that some notions could never have begun so early, 
as to be extant in the Clementine Liturgy, and yet be so far 
diffused as to appear in all the Liturgies here cited, if they 
had not had one common original, and that in the first times 
of Christianity ; for though none but the Clementine is truly 
ancient, yet the same series of the consecratory and more 
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solemn oblatory part of the service, their agreement in invo- 
cating the Holy Ghost, and in the end for which it is in- 
voked, and in their intercessions or propitiations for others, 
is a demonstration, that as to these particulars, they were all 
formed by one rule and with one and the same view, and by 
hands directed as it were by the very same mind and soul ; 
for as to these matters, they scarce differ i thought, but in 
words only. There are indeed many gross additions and in- 
terpolations in all the Liturgies except that of St. Clement, 
and yet among such heaps of rubbish the reader may observe 
the true remains of antiquity sparkling in his eyes here and 
there in every one of them. 

When I had made such collections from antiquity as I 
thought sufficient, I set myself to draw a scheme of the Eu- 
charistical Sacrifice, according to the doctrine and judgment 
of the ancients, without regard to what others, or I myself, 
had formerly said on this subject. And I soon discovered an 
excellent harmony of the ancients among themselves as to 
this matter. I had an especial eye and regard to the Cle- 
mentine Liturgy, and found that some things which at first 
seemed very odd, yet by consulting that were made plain 
and very intelligible. This I look upon as the only certain 
plan upon which we can form a judgment concerning every 
part of the primitive Eucharist and Sacrifice, and of the 
series and connection of every part with the whole. 

I must confess too, that in some particulars I discovered 
that the assertors of the Sacrifice did not exactly agree with 
the ancients. The most observable particular is this, that in 
the primitive Church there was but one direct, solemn, vocal, 
sacerdotal obiation of the bread and wine, and that imme- 
diately after the words of institution; whereas we have gene- 
rally affirmed an ante-oblation of them. But since I cannot 
find any certain evidence of any other oblation of them, 
otherwise than as the representatives of Christ’s Body and 
Blood ; therefore I have thought fit to declare, that I see no 
grounds or reason to insist any longer on more than one ob- 
tation strictly so called. It may be said, that the bread and 
wine were offered by being placed on the Altar by the cele- 
brator, and this I do not deny; but I suppose this could not 
be called the oblation of bread and wine, or the oblation of the 
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Eucharist, because other things beside the bread and wine were 
sometimes so offered. This could not be that new oblation of 
the New Testament spoken of by Irenzus, for that holy 
Father tells us that Christ taught us that oblation when He 
said, “This is My Body,” &c., whereas the accepting the 
bread and wine from the hand of the lay-offerer and placing 
them on the Altar, was an action performed before, and in 
order to this more solemn sacerdotal oblation. And since 
the ancients speak but of one oblation in the Eucharist, 
and the Clementine Liturgy contains but one form of 
making this oblation, therefore I conceive that when in 
former books we made mention of two several oblations, we 
followed the scent which we took from later Liturgies, 
rather than the doctrine and practice of the truly primitive 
Church. | 

And let no man think that this frank confession of mine is 
any real prejudice to the cause, in the defence of which I am 
engaged, till he can shew that in any other cause, whether phi- 
losophical, juridical, or theological, where any number of advo- 
cates have written or spoken on the same side, there has not 
been some small dissonance in their pleas or arguings, or in 
the modifying or circumstantiating of them. And if the 
Sacrifice must be exploded on this account, I know no doc- 
trine in the whole Bible so sacred, no truth in other sciences 
so evident, but that it is liable to the same objection ; and if 
therefore this doctrine shall be thought worthy to be dis- 
carded on this account, I know not what doctrine can be 
safe. 

And if two several acts of oblation, properly so called, be 
allowed, I apprehend no manner of danger to the Sacrifice itself 
on this account. "When the lay-votary presented any animal 
to be sacrificed at the Jewish altar,this presentation of it might 
be called an oblation, and is so very often in the Scripture ; so 
was the sprinkling the blood, the laying the animal on the 
altar, and the burning it in part or whole; and yet all this 
process was but one sacrificial celebrity, though it consisted 
of several sacrificial actions. So it is very evident that the 
presenting the bread and wine, or placing them on the Altar, 
may well enough be called an oblation ; and if this action be 
attended with oblatory words, as it is in the later Liturgies, 


PREFATORY EPISTLE, 35 


I see no reason to blame this practice, especially since it is of 
very considerable antiquity, though not perfectly primitive. 
And the chief end which I promise to myself by this observa- 
tion, is to render the Sacrifice, as spoken of by the most an- 
cient writers, more clear and intelligible, and my proofs upon 
this head the more unexceptionable ; for though the primitive 
writers do often call the layman’s part in bringing his material 
offerings by the name of an oblation, as the law of Moses like- 
wise did; and though the celebrator’s placing them on the 
Lord’s Table, be now commonly and properly enough said to 
be anoblationof them; yet the most proper Eucharistical sacer- 
dotal oblation was always spoken of as one only in the most 
primitive writers. And that there was but one such oblation 
in the Clementine Liturgy, and that therefore the making 
but one oblation, and that by way of commemoration, is the 
most ancient method, that Liturgy itself is an irrefragable 
demonstration ; and it is not worth while to dispute whether 
the presentation of them on the Altar was looked upon as 
a part of this one solemn oblation, or only as an action neces- 
sary in order to the other. It is sufficient for my purpose to 
observe, that they are never mentioned as two several obla- 
tions in the most early monuments of antiquity. 

And by this, my Lord, I am insensibly brought to say 
something in relation to the censure your Lordship was 
pleased to pass, in your Charge, upon the author of the Clergy- 
man’s Vade Mecum. I can sincerely declare, that my only 
intention in affirming, as I did in the note on the second 
Apostolical Canon, “that bread and wine are actually to be 
offered to God, by the direction of the Church of England by 
virtue of the Rubric, immediately before the prayer ‘For the 
whole state of Christ’s Church,’ and in and by that prayer,” 
was to do justice to our constitution, and to represent our 
Church and Liturgy as conformable to the ancient model as 
in truth I could, according to the best of my knowledge. 
Your Lordship is pleased to resent this as an affront and in- 
jury done to the Church of England; lest therefore I should 
- again incur your Lordship’s displeasure upon this account, I 
have wholly forborne, in the following treatise, any intimation 
of the Church of England’s agreeing, or not agreeing, with 
the primitive Church, in the doctrine or practice of the 
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Sacrifice; and have entirely left it to my reader to reflect 
under every head, how far our Church symbolizes with the 
primitive, or comes short of her. Nay, I have in the second 
edition of the second part of the Vade Mecum, omitted that 
paragraph which your Lordship has censured ; not that I am 
not fully persuaded that the Church does, by the clause in- 
serted into the prayer for the Church Militant, intend an 
oblation of the bread and wine, but because, upon maturer 
thoughts, I am perfectly convinced that the oblation meant 
in that canon is the commemorative oblation of the bread 
and wine, following after the words of institution in the an- 
cient Liturgies, and not any previous oblation of the bread 
and wine, apart from the other lay-offerings. 

But, my Lord, I cannot but express the sense I have of 
your severity toward me, in passing by other authors who 
have said the same thing in effect that I there do, and 
singling out so indifferent a writer as myself to bear the 
marks of your displeasure. Your Lordship has acquitted me 
from being any of the “chief promoters of this opinion;” for of 
these you are pleased to say, “ that they are of the late sepa- 
ration®’,’ meaning, I suppose, the non-jurors, of which num- 
ber I never was ; and the most incomparably learned Bishop 
Bull was alive when your Charge was delivered to the clergy, 
though he died about the time of the publication of it. Now 
whether your Lordship acted a generous part in choosing to 
condemn my book, who was the least capable of making a 
defence, I submit to your own consideration. And, my Lord, 
that in giving sentence against me, you condemned one of 
those English Bishops for whose memory you have the 
greatest honour, I am very sure you must yourself confess ; 
I do not mean Bishop Bull, but Bishop Patrick ; for though 
I can truly say that I did not learn this notion of the bread 
and wine being to be offered according to our Liturgy from 
that very learned Prelate, yet he that reads what I am now © 
going to cite from him, and compares it with my note on the 
second Apostolical Canon in the first edition, would be apt to 
suspect me of a plagium. “The spiritual sacrifice of our- 
selves, and the corporal sacrifice of our goods to God, may 
teach the Papists that we are sacrificers as well as they, and 
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are made kings and priests unto God ; yea, they may know, 
that the bread and wine of the Eucharist is an offering out 
of the stock of the whole congregation to this service, accord- 
ing as it was in the times of the primitive Church.” And, 
my Lord, this book was published by Mr. Patrick while he 
was “minister of God’s Word,” as he styles himself, at Bat- 
tersea in Surrey; and the Epistle Dedicatory bears date 
January, 1659; so that it was no crime in that age, and in 
so moderate a divine as Mr. Patrick, to say that bread and 
wine were offered according as it was in the primitive 
Church*. Nor did he alter his opinion as to this particular, 
after he became an eminent divine in the Church of Eng- 
land; nay, I think, he justifies all that your Lordship is 
pleased to censure in my book, in the following words: “ It 
is not common bread and wine which the ancients prayed 
might become the Body and Blood of Christ to them, but 
bread and wine first sanctified by being offered to Him with 
thanksgiving.—This is to be understood when you see bread 
and wine set on God’s Table by him that ministers in this 
Divine Service; then it is offered to God, for whatsoever is 
solemnly placed there becomes by that means a thing dedi- 
cated and appropriated to Him.—And if you observe the 
time when this bread is ordered to be placed there, which is 
immediately after the alms of the people have been received 
for the poor, you will see it is intended by our Church to be 
a thankful oblation to God of the fruits of the earth.—Desir- 
ing God to accept of these gifts as a small token of their 
grateful sense that they hold all they have of Him, as the 
great Lord of the world. And so we are taught to do in that 
prayer which immediately follows in our Liturgy, wherein 
we humbly beseech Him to accept, not only our alms but also 
our oblations; these are things distinct. And the former, 
‘alms,’ signifying that which is given for the relief of the 
poor; the latter, ‘oblations,’ can signify nothing else, accord- 
ing to the language of the ancient Church, but this bread and 
wine.” And now, my Lord, I crave leave to say, that there was 
much greater reason for your Lordship to censure Bishop 
Patrick’s Christian Sacrifice, in the 77th page of which book, 
(the ninth edition,) these words are to be found, than the poor 
4 See Mensa Mystica, first edition, p. 44. 
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Clergyman’s Vade Mecum ; not only on account of the learn- 
ing, dignity, and authority of the person who wrote it, but be- 
cause it is certain that the Christian Sacrifice had come into 
more hands when your Lordship was pleased to pass this 
censure, than it was credible that the Vade Mecum ever can ; 
for the only reason hinted by your Lordship for making this 
reflection on the book last mentioned is, that “it was de- 
signed to come into every clergyman’s hands.” This learned 
Bishop does not only agree with the Vade Mecum in the 
main, that bread and wine are or ought to be offered, but 
that by being ‘placed on the table they become dedicated 
and appropriated to God; and this he says to prove that the 
bread and wine are offered to Him: so that this great man 
supposes, as I did when I wrote that note, that the bread 
and wine is offered, or presented to God, by being placed 
there by the hands of the Priest ; which is what your Lord- 
ship charges on me, “ as a misrepresentation of the Rubric, 
and an assertion contrary to the Rubric.” I own that in the 
Rubric itself the word ‘ place’ only refers to the bread and 
wine, ‘present’ to the alms. But though the bread and 
wine are not directed to be presented in the Rubric, yet they 
are actually presented in the following Prayer, except it can 
be made appear that in any oblatory prayer the word obla- 
tions be so used as to exclude the bread and wine. I must 
confess that if I had expected so severe a Censor as your 
Lordship, I ought to have expressed myself with greater cau- 
tion. And yet I will hereby oblige myself, whenever your 
Lordship is pleased to call for it, to present you with several 
citations from the most accomplished human writers, in 
which there is the same, or greater, liberty of expression 
used, as there is by me in this passage, not excepting your 
Lordship’s own works. I was once thinking to insert some 
instances of this sort; but I shall at present spare your. 
Lordship’s patience, for I delight not in such reprisals, nor is 
it my business to justify my own writings or reputation, so 
much as the cause and doctrine the defence whereof I have 
undertaken. I shall say no more on this head, but that I 
am perfectly astonished to observe that Mr. Patrick could, im 
the times of confusion, so far emancipate himself from vulgar 
prejudices as to see and publicly declare for a material obla- 
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tion of bread and wine; and that after the review of our 
Liturgy, he should understand the words of the Rubric and 
the oblations in the following Prayer, as they were un- 
doubtedly meant, of the Eucharistical elements; nay, that 
Richard Baxter himself could say, that “in the consecration 
the Church doth offer the creatures of bread and wine to be 
accepted by God to this sacred use;” and that “ministers are 
the agents of the people to God in offering or dedicating the 
creatures®;” and yet that a Priest of the Church of Eng- 
land, at a time when the Church was voted out of danger, 
should, in the most public manner, incur the censure of a 
Bishop of that Church only for saying the same thing which 
they had done. I readily acknowledge, my Lord, that this 
oblation of the bread and wine does not constitute the Eu- 
charist a proper Sacrifice in the sense of the primitive 
Church, nor come up to that notion which I have asserted in 
the following sheets; and therefore I do not claim either 
Bishop Patrick or Mr. Baxter as witnesses to the Eucharistic 
Sacrifice, properly so called; I only produce them as declar- 
ing for me in that particular for which I stand condemned — 
in your Lordship’s Charge. 

Bishop Patrick was a man well read in all parts of divinity, 
and I cannot but observe to your Lordship, that in the 
above-written citation from his Christian Sacrifice, he argues 
for the signification of the word ‘oblations,’ from the “universal 
language of the ancient Church.” And I cannot but take an 
occasion here to express my wishes that this were better un- 
derstood ; for it is certain that the greatest obstacle to the 
doctrine of the Sacrifice is, that the men of this age cannot 
easily, by a spiritual, rational, unbloody, intellectual sacri- 
fice, understand an oblation of bread and wine, considered 
as the representative Body and Blood of Christ. By a Sacri- 
fice of thanksgiving, of praise, of commemoration, they can 
conceive nothing to be meant but what is verbal and mental. 
It is one main design of these papers to apply a remedy to 
this disease, and if I am successful in this particular, I have 
~ no reason to doubt of carrying my cause, and obtaining the 
verdict of all equal judges. Our adversaries cannot but be 
sensible that they have a great advantage of us in this parti- 

¢ See Append. to Christian Priesthood, p. 320. 
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cular, for there is a strange unaccountable magic in the 
sound of words, and they who have the vulgar signification 
of them on their own side, may enchant and charm the gene- 
rality of people into their own opinions, whatever they are. 
Your Lordship’s own Order was in the last age run down by 
this sort of fascination. Prelacy was the fatal word which 
drove my Lords the Bishops first out of the House of Peers, 
and then out of their churches. It is certain that the im- 
parity of orders, which Christ instituted in His Church, can- 
not be better expressed than by the word Prelacy, and the 
Greek word 7yovpevor, which denotes Bishops, Heb. xiii. 17, 
cannot be more aptly rendered by any English noun than by 
Prelates ; but they who then had the people at their disposal, 
first clapped an ill signification upon the word, as importing the 
Popish hierarchy, or something very like it, and then applied 
it to the governors of the Church of England, and by virtue 
of that wrong application subverted the government and the 
Church at once. This may serve for one instance to prove 
of what dangerous consequence it is to permit people to run 
away with the mistaken sense of a word; and they that in- 
dulge themselves in such errors, which at first sight seem 
very small, may by this means be led into very mischievous 
conclusions. 

I must further add, my Lord, that it is of great use to all 
divines to understand the language not only of the truly 
ancient Church, but even of that of the middle and darker 
ages. If I had been better acquainted with the liturgies of 
those times, I might when I wrote the postscript to ‘The 
Propitiatory Oblation,’ have laid before your Lordship clear 
evidence, that when you take the word offertory to signify 
the act of oblation or the things offered, you give such a 
sense to that word as those Liturgies from whence our Re- 
formers took it, never do. I have indeed in that postscript 
given sufficient proof even from our own reformed Liturgies, 
that offertory denotes the sentences sung or said while the 
alms and devotions of the people are collected. And now, 
my Lord, give me leave to add, that I have further authority 
for this signification of that word. In Pope Gregory’s Sacra- 
mentary, printed at Paris, 1642, are these words; Postmo- 
dum legitur Evangelium, deinde offertorium; “afterwards the 
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Gospel is read, then the Offertory :” on which words Menar- 
dus, the editor, has this note; Offertorium antiphona est, que 
dum caneretur, populus sua dona in altari offerebat juxta anti- 
quum morem‘: “The offertory is an antiphone, and while 
that was sung the people made their oblations at the Altar, 
according to the ancient custom.” In the old Liturgy pub- 
lished by Father Mabillon, are these words; Tum antiphona 
post Evangelium. Mabillon explains the word antiphona thus ; 
Nos, scilicet in ordine Romano, offertorium vocamus, “We, in the 
Roman order, call this the offertory’.” And Du Fresne in his 
Glossary says, “ Offerenda and offertorium are the same, and 
signify what is sung inter offerendum™, while the people make 
their oblations.” Cardinal Bona, in his 66th page of his first 
book Rerum Liturgicarum, in giving an account of St. Am- 
brose’s Liturgy, calls that Antiphona post Evangelium, (for 
the Creed was not rehearsed after the Gospel in that age,) 
which Mabillon calls offertorium. Other examples might be 
produced (if these were not sufficient) from Amalarius and 
Micrologus. 

If Dr. Hancock had consulted these Liturgies he would 
never have been so far transported as to say that by “ then” 
in the Rubric, which orders the Priest to place the bread and 
wine on the Lord’s Table, we are to understand, “when there 
is a Communion.” For by a diligent perusal of them he 
would have found that the stated time for doing this was 
immediately after the offertory. The first book of Ed- 
ward VI. directed the Priest to place the bread on the cor- 
poras, or paten, and to put the wine in the chalice, or other 
vessel, as soon as these sentences had been sung or said. 
The present Rubric enforces the ancient practice of the 
Priest’s placing the Eucharistical elements on the Holy 
Table precisely at this same time. And those incumbents, 
or curates, who leave this office to be performed by some lay- 
man, are guilty of non-conformity not only to the Church of 
England, but to the whole Catholic Church of Christ in the 
purest ages. For even in Justin Martyr’s time, the ele- 
ments were offered to the president or celebrator, who taking 


f Page 582. » Offertorium, idea quod offerenda. 
8 Vid. Mabillon de Liturgia Galli- Cantus qui inter offerendum cantatur. 
cana, at Paris, 1685, p. 8. 
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them from the hands of the deacon or other idoneous person, 
presented them on the Altar, and then proceeded in the Eu- 
charistical Service’. I might enlarge here, but the learned 
Dr. Nicols hath saved me that trouble, to whose note on this 
Rubric I refer my reader; but I the rather took notice of 
this because your Lordship’s Clergy being assured by your 
Charge that Dr. Hancock’s book is written “with good learn- 
ing and judgment,” may from thence conclude that it is left 
to their discretion how or when to place the bread and wine 
on the Lord’s Table. 

In another particular I cannot but think Dr. Nicols much 
mistaken ; that is, in saying in his notes on the Prayer of 
Consecration, that the Church has not determined whether 
the Priest shall say that prayer standing or kneeling. Nay, 
he is not content with this, but goes so far as to say that 
“since it is a prayer, the posture of kneeling is most proper.” 
That kneeling is the most proper posture for the people in 
prayer may be allowed, but if it be so for the Priest too, our 
Church is much to blame. For even in the matrimonial 
office, when the bridegroom and bride are come to the Com- 
munion Table, the Priest is expressly ordered to “ stand,” 
they to “ kneel,” while the prayers there are rehearsed. And 
in the Rubric before the prayer which immediately follows 
after the contract, the bridegroom and bride are directed to 
“kneel,” but not the Priest ; and indeed it is very improper 
for him to kneel, because that prayer is a benediction. And 
as to the main of the Communion Service, there is no ques- 
tion but that standing is the most proper posture for the 
Priest. At the beginning of the Service the Rubric expressly 
commands him “ to stand at the north side of the Table, and 
to say the Lord’s Prayer and the Collect following, the people 
kneeling ;”’ and he is likewise directed to say the two Collects 
between the Commandments and the Epistle, “ standing as 
before.” The absolution, the following sentences, the sursum 
corda, and trisagium, are, I suppose, without all question to 
be pronounced standing; and yet this absolution itself is 
precatory. The question is not what is the most proper pos- 
ture for prayer in general, but what is the most proper 
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posture for a Priest in offermg or blessing the sacramental 
bread and wine. And here I conceive it ought to be con- 
sidered : 

I. That it is contrary to the practice of all Churches, both 
ancient and modern, East and West, Popish and Reformed, 
for the Priest to kneel in making the oblation, or performing 
the consecration. If there be one single precedent for it, it 
is more than I am aware of. 

II. It is inconsistent with the solemn action which he is 
now performing. For I apprehend that the common notions 
of mankind do all agree in this, that a sacred officer in mak- 
ing an oblation or conferring a benediction, is to use this 
posture of standing. So that if he be not allowed to be offer- 
ing a sacrifice, yet except it be denied that he is blessing the 
bread and wine, he ought not to kneel. 

III. I cannot but believe that the Priest is by our Rubric 
required to stand while he performs this most solemn part of 
his office. For, lst. That he is to stand while he is ordering 
the bread and wine, is self-evident ; and when he has ordered 
the bread and wine, he is presently directed to say the Prayer 
of Consecration. Now since he was before in a standing pos- 
ture, he is not to alter this posture till he is directed so to do; 
and since the Rubric gives no intimation of making any such 
change of posture, I humbly conceive that he is to continue 
standing. 2ndly. The Rubric, till the Restoration, was, “ the 
Priest standing shall say;” and there is no appearance or 
probability that the Convocation intended any alteration in this 
particular ; and it is irrational to suppose that the governors 
_ of the Church intended to leave it to the Priest’s discretion, 
whether he would use that posture which had hitherto been 
used upon this occasion in our own Church as well as all 
others, or whether he would choose a new one. And, 3rdly, I 
apprehend that the very words of the Rubric are a direct 
order to the Priest to stand in performing the consecration. 
They are these; ‘“‘ When the Priest standing before the Table, 
hath so ordered the bread and wine, that he may with the 
more readiness and decency break the bread before the peo- 
ple, and take the cup into his hands, he shall say the prayer of 
consecration as follows.” For that the incidental proposition, 
“ standing before the Table,” relates to the Priest only while 
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he is ordering the bread and wine, and not while he says the 
prayer, I cannot conceive. The natural construction of the 
words seems to me to be this, that “the Priest standing be- 
before the Table shall order,’ &c., and he, the same Priest, 
“ standing before the Table shall say.” For I can see no 
doubt, but that the Priest is to stand before the Table, while 
he consecrates. What those words, “before the Table,” may 
import, I dare not say; but shall submit that and every thing 
else to your Lordship’s judgment. And though this be not 
clear, yet the word “ standing” is ; and I think Dr. Nicols to 
have used too much liberty in attempting to side away 
the plain meaning of it. 

I beg your Lordship’s pardon for using this freeness to a 
person of your character, who by the laws of the Church 
Catholic and of the Church of England, are one of those who 
have the sole authority, under the Primate, to determine the 
sense of all doubtful Rubrics. But I must confess I do not 
apprehend that these Rubrics are at all doubtful in themselves ; 
but there is nothing so plain but that disputatious men may 
endeavour to puzzle and obscure them. And I am so far 
from any design of entrenching upon the prerogative of my 
Lords the Bishops on this account, that if my Diocesan and 
Primate, upon an application regularly made to him, should 
think fit to determine, that every Priest may place the bread 
and wine on the Holy Table at any time of the Communion 
Service that pleases him best, or that he may either stand or 
kneel while he says the Consecration Prayer, then it must be 
owned that the Clergy within this provinee are under no 
obligation to place the bread and wine on the Table at the end 
of the offertory, and that the Priest is not tied to stand at the 
consecration; and yet I should, notwithstanding this, humbly 
be of opinion that the words imply no such latitude in either 
case. But if any lawful judge do explain a law contrary to 
the meaning and intendment of it, that explanation is, I sup- 
pose, authoritative until it be overruled or superseded by 
some superior power. But all that appear as advocates in 
any cause, have liberty to allege their reasons against such 
interpretations, especially before such interpretations have 
been publicly pronounced e Cathedré. At least, I conceive, 
I have as just a right to plead for the true meaning of these 
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Rubrics, as Dr. Hancock and Dr. Nicols for that which I am 
persuaded is a wrong one. 

And now, my Lord, I shall detain you no longer, but only 
to beg your pardon if any thing said by me in this epistle or 
elsewhere, seem to be expressed with more warmth or resent- 
ment than becomes me. I am one that never studied the 
arts of address, nor was ever solicitous to please any man by 
any other method but that of saying what I believed to be 
the truth, whether in season or out of season. I question 
not but I may have been guilty of several oversights in lesser’ 
matters, and that in my style and choice of words I very 
much need a corrector ; but if any man shall take me to task 
upon these accounts, I shall not think myself obliged to 
answer him. 

The argumentative part of my discourse, on which the 
main cause depends, is that for which alone I am greatly 
concerned ; and if any man attack that part of my book, and 
do it in such a manner as becomes a scholar and one that 
understands the subject on which he writes, an answer will 
not be wanting if God grant me life and health. And if I 
die, yet I trust in God this noble truth will always find a 
succession of defenders; and if I should mistake in this 
presage, yet I shall think it much more honourable in the 
sight of God and my ever-blessed Redeemer, and of all truly 
judicious Christians, to be considered as the last Priest of 
this Church that ever wrote in defence of the primitive Sacri- 
fice, than to have been the first Bishop that ever wrote 
against it. However, I dare say of all those who have of 
late years declared for the Sacrifice, as Origen did of himself 
and the Christians of his age, in words borrowed in part from 
St. Paul, Heb. x. 23, “ We hold fast the optation as long 
as we live.” With this resolution I take leave to subscribe 
myself, 

Your Lordship’s 
as in duty bound, 


J.J. 
May 18, 17138, 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


When your Lordship published the first edition of your 
Charge, ‘The Propitiatory Oblation’ was in the press, and well 
near finished ; ‘The Unbloody Sacrifice’ was in the printer’s 
hands, and this epistle ready for the press a considerable time 
before your second edition appeared, by which means I have 
been obliged to consider both the editions of your Charge in 
a postscript. 

Your Lordship’s only argument, which seemed to me of 
any force to prove that the word ‘ oblation’ in the Prayer for 
the Church Militant, did not signify bread and wine, was this, 
that “there might be an offertory without a Communion.” 
_ This I readily acknowledged, but shewed at the same time 
that your Lordship’s supposition that offertory signified the 
materials to be offered, was without any good grounds; for 
I alleged a Rubric of the first Common Prayer-Book of 
Edward VI. which directs the offertory to be sung by the 
clerks, and it is certain that money or any other material thing 
cannot be sung. And further I observed, that in our present 
Rubric after the Communion Service, there is mention of 
money given at the offertory, from which I inferred that the 
money or other material thing given by way of devotion could 
not be the offertory itself. Your Lordship in your second 
edition has added some paragraphs, in which you are pleased 
to confess, that “the offertory is in strict speaking the name 
or title of the service that relates to the offerings or things 
given*.” And yet even in this second edition you continue 
to assert as in the first, that “the matter of the offertory is _ 
money!.”” My Lord, I crave leave to say, and I have fully 
proved, that the matter of the offertory is nothing but the 
words or sentences to be said or sung. Your Lordship ac- 
knowledges, as above cited, that it is “the service relating to 
the offerings,” therefore not the offerings themselves. You 
are pleased to say, that “where you use it for the things 
themselves, you take care not to be misunderstood,” by 
which I suppose your Lordship means that you have ex- 
plained it in the second edition, by saying that it signifies 
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the service. I hope your Lordship does not mean that it 
comprises both the money and the service, and yet nothing 
else can reconcile these two propositions: and if they cannot 
otherwise be reconciled, I must leave the difficulty to your 
Lordship; for it is beyond my ability to prove that money put 
into a basin can be sung or said. 

However, your Lordship can by no means allow that this 
name belongs to the sentences only, as this author (meaning 
the writer of ‘The Propitiatory Oblation’) restrains it ; now I 
crave leave to say, that I have not at all restrained the use of 
this word, but take it as I find it in the Liturgy of Edward 
VI., and that which is now used in our Church. Nor did the 
compilers of these Liturgies restrain it ; for it is evident from 
the citations in the foregoing epistle, that the word offerto- 
rium, as there used, signified nothing more nor less than the 
sentences of Scripture sung or said on this occasion, many 
hundred years before the reign of Edward VI. It seems to 
me that your Lordship is pleased to enlarge the signification 
of it, because I have nowhere found it to import what you 
assert it to do. 

But I will consider your Lordship’s reason for extending 
the signification of this word, and that is as follows: “ For 
the very act of offering is doubtless a part of the offertory 
service, as it gives the name to the whole; the presenting 
what is offered upon the Table is another; and I believe it 
will be thought that the beseeching God to accept it is not 
the least considerable in this matter.’ Now, my Lord, this 
takes that for granted which is the point in dispute, viz. that 
the offertory is not the sentences; for if the offertory and 
sentences are the same, then there is an offertory when these 
sentences are read or sung, though nothing be given, pre- 
sented, or recommended to the Divine acceptance, and this is 
indeed the truth of the matter. And to give full demonstration 
of this over and above what has been already said, I will lay 
before your Lordship another Rubric of Edward the Sixth’s 
Liturgy, which stands just before these sentences; viz. ‘Then 
shall follow for the Offertory one or moe of these sentences 
of H. Scripture, to be song whiles the people dooe offer, or 
else one of theim to be saied by the Minister immediately 
afore the offeryng.” By this it appears that the offertory 
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might be either during the offering, viz. if the offertory were 
sung, and so there were time for the people to make their 
offerings while the clerks were singing it, or it might be be- 
fore the offering, viz. if the minister only read one sentence, 
which in this case was the offertory, or for the offertory. In 
both cases the offertory and the act of offermg were two dis- 
tinct things; and by this Liturgy the alms were not to be 
presented on the Table, nor was there any prayer for their 
acceptance; so that offertory is here used exclusively of all 
the three actions here specified by your Lordship. Let me 
further observe, that “offertory service” is a word new coined 
by your. Lordship, and though I own your authority to be 
sufficient to coin a word, and to stamp what signification you 
please upon it, yet, my Lord, you need not be told that our 
Liturgy has no such word, nor any other Liturgy that I have 
seen, and so your reasonings upon it affect no Rubrics of the 
Church. I take leave further to observe, that though the 
offertory, according to this Liturgy of Edward VI. and all 
other Liturgies, was nothing but the sentences, yet the value 
of the bread and wine is said to be offered in these words, 
viz. ‘The parishioners of every parishe shall offre every 
Sunday the just valour and pryce of the holy lofe at the time 
of the offertory ;’ where still the offertory and the offering 
are made things clearly distinct from each other. 

If by “‘offertory service” you mean no more than what the 
Church does by the offertory, it is evident that nothing can 
be meant but the sentences sung or said; for the Church 
always supposes an offertory when the Communion Service is 
read, but cannot in reason suppose that every Sunday or 
Holiday something shall be offered in every church. And to 
give further proof of this, it is observable, that as these 
sentences are most commonly called the offertory, so some- 
times the vessel in which the bread was put passed by the 
same name, of which see Mabillon de Liturg. Gall. p. 185.™_ 
And your Lordship might argue upon this vessel just as you 
do upon the sentences, viz. the very act of offering is doubt- 


m Ad oblatas excipiendas inserviebat 
offertorium: colum verd seu colato- 
rium ad Vinum expurgandum, Offer- 
toria vasa erant a Patinis distincta, in 
quz populus Panem oblatum ad Altare 


deponebat; quz primd solida erant, 
deinde linea, seu sericea, aut ex quali- 
bet simili materidé: Unum aureum, 
alia argentea memorat vetus Chronicon 
Frontanellense in cap. 16. 
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less a part of the offertory, the presenting what is offered 
another, and the beseeching God to accept it a third; and 
you might as truly say, that the act of offering gives name 
to the vessel, of old called offertorium, as that it now gives 
name to what you are pleased to call the “ offertory-service.” 
Yet I fancy few would by this be convinced that the vessel 
itself implied or contained the act of offering, or the present- 
ing the oblations, or the prayer for the Divine acceptance. 
Nay, all would easily perceive that the vessel, as well as the 
sentences, were the offertory, though not one mite or crumb 
of bread were put into the one, or one farthing given at the 
rehearsal of the other. And this may be sufficient also to 
shew that to argue from names or etymologies, as your Lord- 
ship here does, can do very little service to any cause. 

If your Lordship still persist that the offertory takes in the 
Prayer for the Church Militant, I take leave to add that it 
must take in also the placing the Bread and Wine on the Holy 
Table, except you will suppose that the offertory-service 
breaks off at the end of these sentences, and then begins de 
novo with the Prayer for the Church Militant, and so in effect 
make two offertories in order to avoid the oblation of bread 
and wine. And if the placing the Bread and Wine on the 
Lord’s Table be part of the offertory, then, according to your 
Lordship’s own argument, it is to be offered, and presented, 
and recommended to the Divine acceptance; and using the 
word “ place” instead of “ offer” or “ present,” is no sufficient 
objection against this sense; for I conceive there is no occasion 
for me to point out those particular places, where the very ac- 
tion of offering the blood, which was the most essential action 
of offering the Jewish sacrifice, is by the English rendered ‘put- 
ting the blood, by the Latin ponere sanguinem, by the Greek 
éritiOévat aiwa, the Hebrew Nathan admitting of this rendi- 
tion, because it signifies either, ‘to give, present, put, or place.’ 

And, my Lord, the truth is, I know not whether you do 
after all- persist in making the inserted clause of God’s 
“ accepting our alms and oblations” a part of the offertory, or 
not; for m the first paragraph of your addition”, you seem 
to promise that you will “give me satisfaction,’ that the 
clause inserted in the Prayer for the Church Militant “is the 
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offertory,” and what follows looks the same way, if I under- 
stand it; in the third paragraph of this page you say ex- 
pressly, that “this prayer immediately attends upon the 
offertory,” and therefore I should think were a thing distinct 
from it; for if the thing attending be the same with the 
thing attended, and if your Lordship upon recollection will 
justify it, then all arguing is at an end. 

Your Lordship justly suspects that what you had before 
laid down would “be thought too much to be granted,” and 
you yourself I believe are by this time of the same mind; for 
it is evident you demand that to be granted that subverts 
your own hypothesis, viz. that the Prayer for the Church 
Militant “attends the offertory ;’ and, my Lord, that the 
Prayer for the Church Militant, or the inserted clause, is 
either the offertory or a part of the offertory, is too much to 
grant except there were some appearance of proof. 

You insist “that the most obvious and reasonable interpre- 
tation of these words, ‘ Accept our alms and oblations,’ is to 
be had from considering what offerings there is any mention 
made of in the office immediately preceding, and those are 
confessed to relate only to the Minister and poor, which in 
the Scotch Liturgy are expressly called oblations.” Here 
your Lordship, by “the office immediately preceding,” must 
mean the offertory sentences, for of them only it is confessed 
that they relate only to the Minister and poor. You cannot 
mean the placing the bread and wine on the Holy Table, 
though that indeed “immediately precedes” the prayer, for 
these I am sure you would not have called offerings; and if 
these sentences be an “ office,” what other name can you give 
it but the “offertory office?” and if the sentences be the offer- 
tory office, then the Prayer for the Church Militant is no 
part of it. 

In the next paragraph your Lordship proceeds thus; “ He — 
who considers that the Scotch Liturgy was made upon ours 
by several alterations and additions under Archbishop Laud’s 
own hand, and that great regard was had to these in the 
review of the Liturgy, 1661, will I believe agree with me, that 
the prayer to God to accept our alms and oblations respects 
those offerings only which the foregoing sentences exhort us 
to make.” We own, my Lord, that during the offertory 
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nothing is to be given but money, or other materials for 
charitable or pious uses; after the offertory the Bread and 
Wine are placed on the table, and, as we believe, in order to 
be solemnly offered by the Priest. But I cannot but express 
my surprise to observe that your Lordship would enforce 
what you here say, by observing that “at the review of our 
Liturgy, 1661,” when the clause in dispute was inserted, 
“ereat regard was had to the alterations and additions made 
with Archbishop Laud’s own hand,” and which he had made 
in order to insert them into the Scotch Liturgy; for, my 
Lord, the greater regard was had to the alterations and addi- 
tions made with Archbishop Laud’s own hand, the more sure 
we are that bread and wine were designed to be offered, for 
this was one particular on which Archbishop Laud and his 
friends did always insist. It is evident they did not shew 
their regard to Archbishop Laud’s alterations by ordering 
the elements to be “offered up” before the Prayer for the 
Church Militant, as the Scotch Liturgy did, nor by calling 
the alms ‘oblations’ (for that remains yet to be proved, my 
Lord) ; it remains, therefore, that they paid this regard by 
ordering both alms and bread and wine to be offered together 
in the inserted clause. It was a poor regard indeed, if it only 
consisted in calling the alms ‘oblations;’ the most proper 
regard was paid by causing the elements to be offered to 
God, which was the principal thing the good Archbishop in- 
tended in the alterations to be made in this part of the Com- 
munion office. I cannot persuade myself that your Lordship 
can look on these arguings in the second edition, especially 
when compared with those in the first, as sufficient finally to 
determine your judgment. : 

It must be owned, that the Rubric next after the blessing 
in the Post-communion service, calls the following prayers 
Collects to be said after the Offertory, when there is no 
Communion; and from hence your Lordship would con- 
clude, that the Prayer for the Whole Estate, &c. is part of 
the offertory, because these collects are universally read after 
- that prayer; but 

1. The reader will take notice, that this title was first 
given to these collects by the first book of Edward VI., and 
then it properly belonged to them ; for, 

E2 
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2. By this first book of King Edward, the Prayer for the 
Whole Estate was not to be read when there was no com- 
munion ; and therefore these collects were at such times im- 
mediately to follow the sentences or offertory. 

3. If the Prayer for the Whole Estate had been to be 
read at such times by that book of King Edward, yet it could 
not have been part of the offertory ; not only because this 
prayer then stood at a greater distance from the sentences, 
viz. between the Trisagium and the Prayer of Consecration, 
but because there were then no oblatory words in that ” 
prayer; “ accept our alms” was added, when this prayer was 
removed from its former place to that where it now stands ; 
“and oblations” was added at the Restoration. 

4. We now read the Prayer for the Whole Estate, when 
there is no communion, not by virtue of the Rubric next 
after the blessing and before the collects, but by virtue of 
the Rubric next after the collects, which runs thus ; “‘ Upon 
the Sundays and other holidays, if there be no communion, 
shall be said all that is appointed at the Communion, until 
the end of the General Prayer for the good Estate of Christ’s 
Church, together with one or more of these collects last be- 
fore rehearsed ;”? and this Rubric was not in the first book of 
Edward the Sixth. 

The consequence is very clear, viz. that the title given to 
these prayers was very proper according to the first book of 
Edward the Sixth; for by that these collects were to be 
said immediately after the offertory, when there was no Com- 
munion; the title now belongs to them but very improperly ; 
they are still indeed to be said after the offertory, but not 
immediately next after it, as formerly, for the Prayer for the 
Whole Estate comes between. Your Lordship’s argument is 
grounded upon a misnomer, and therefore I dare presume 
that you will no longer insist upon it. 


Cranbrook, 


Oct. 17, 1713. 


A NECESSARY 


ADVERTISEMENT TO THE READER. 





Tue authorities made use of in this treatise are rarely 
printed in the original Greek or Latin, either in the text, or 
in the margin of the book itself; excepting only such as re- 
late to some collateral point, and not to the main controversy, 
or some citations ex abundanti, and which I met with after I 
had finished my first design, and which I have occasion to 
mention but once; but lest my reader should suspect my 
fidelity, he is to observe, 

I. That he has all the authorities from the Fathers, Coun- 
cils, and Liturgies, on which the stress of my argument lies, 
printed in the Appendix in the original Greek or Latin; and 
whenever I cite any of these, I do not only give my reader 
the translation of the words in English, but refer him to the 
page of my Appendix where the original Greek or Latin is’ 
to be found, and not only to the page, but the letter by 
which that citation is marked or distinguished in that page, 
to which the reference is made; and if the words to which I 
refer stand above three or four lines from the beginning of 
that citation, then I further refer my reader to the line of 
that citation where the words that I mean stand, or at least 
begin; thus, when I allege the first citation from St. Cle- 
ment of Rome, after I have mentioned the name of that 
Father, I add, (A. p. 1. Ap.) that is, at the letter A, in the 
first page of my Appendix; but if I cite those words, “ Let 
every one of you brethren celebrate the Eucharist in his own 
rank,” I not only put the letter B. the page 1. Ap. but I 
likewise add, 1. 13, and in the 13th line of that citation the 


' reader will find the Greek words to which I here refer him, 


If I allege those words of Justin, “‘The Deacons distribute it 
to every one of those who are present,” I direct him to the 
Greek by prefixing (A. p. 2,3. Ap. 1. 9.) that is at the letter A. 
in the second and third page of my Appendix, in the ninth 
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line, and there my reader will accordingly meet with the 
Greek words, for I never refer to the line of the page but of 
the citation. The reader may think it would have been more 
for his ease and satisfaction to have had the original citation 
produced in the text, or margin of the page, where it is 
alleged, but I thought the course I have taken more eligible. 

1. Because very many of my shortest as well as longest 
citations prove several of the doctrines which are here ad- 
vanced, and by consequence are often repeated; and I 
thought it would too much swell the volume to transcribe 
the citation in the original, as often as I had occasion to 
make use of it, especially if it were somewhat large; the 
lesser original citations might indeed have been once for alk 
set down in the margin, and a reference made to that mar- 
gin, whenever the citation was repeated; but then my reader 
must have had the same pains of turning to that margin, 
which he must now take in turning to the Appendix; and 
this method would have required my attendance on the press, 
which my circumstances would not admit of. 

2. Several of my citations are very long, and such as I 

could have no occasion to allege all at once, as that of 
St. Cyprian’s Epistle to Cecilius, the first from Gregory 
Nyssen, several from Irenzeus, that from the Synod of Con- 
stantinople ; but I thought it proper that such large autho- 
rities, which I produce by piecemeals, should be once for alk 
entirely represented to my reader’s view, that so by the 
coherence and connection, the learned reader might be more 
capable of making a judgment of the pertinence of my alle- 
gations: and indeed these and some other citations seemed 
somewhat too large to be crowded into a margin. 
. 8. It was especially necessary, that my citations from the 
Liturgies should at once be proposed to my reader’s view ; 
because some of my arguings depend on the series and con- 
nection of the several parts of those Liturgies; and I knew 
no method so proper for the attaining those ends which I 
proposed as that which I have therefore taken. 

II. Some citations are here given in English only, as 

1. Those which are taken from modern Latin writers; for 
I thought it would be an unnecessary piece of punctilious- 
ness to produce the original words of authors whose language 
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is very plain and easy, and their books not so rare to be 
found as those of the ancients. 

2. Some counter-citations taken from the a Apertures of 
the doctrines which I here defend, are represented in the 
translation of them, by whom they are alleged ; for the reader 
will not suspect that our adversaries are partial against 
themselves. 

3. In the proof that John vi. is meant of the Eucharist, 
there are several citations from Origen’s Homilies produced 
in English only ; this is done for no other reason, but because 
these citations are somewhat long, and in which the main 
cause (that of the Sacrifice) is not directly concerned; and 
therefore I thought it best in this case to spare my reader’s 
cost, and not to swell the volume by inserting the Latin. 

If there are any other citations in English only, they are 
so few, or so trite and obvious, that I need make no apology 
for them. 
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PREFACE 


THE SECOND EDITION. 


Ir is some comfort to me that I live to see a second edi- 
tion of a book, of which it is hard to say, whether it cost me 
more pains in composing, or more patience in bearing the 
severe censures that have been passed against me for it. 

It is now more than ten years since the first publication®. 
During all this time nothing that deserves the name of an 
answer hath appeared against it; but only two or three im- 
potent pamphlets; a fardel or two of calumny and buffoonery : 
and now and then a gird in a printed sermon or other dis- 
course. 

The generality of my adversaries have contented them- 
selves with saying some wild rude things against the doc- 
trine, or myself, and charging me in general with absurdities 
or contradictions, which yet they have not been able to point 
out, however, not to prove. 

The most modish and compendious way of confuting my 
books on this subject, is by saying that the practice of some 
Churches is no necessary rule for all. Yet no one hath been 
able to shew us one single Church of two hundred years’ 
standing, which did not own the Eucharist to be a Sacrifice, 
and practise it as such. The Gothic Missals may at first 
sight seem defective as to this particular; but when fully 
examined and understood, they too give evidence that the 
most rude and ignorant, as well as the most knowing and 
best informed Churches of old, did celebrate the Eucharist 
as a Sacrifice. 

The silence of our most able divines against the doctrine 
of the Sacrifice, or the little notice they have taken of it, may 
seem a tacit approbation of it. However, if any of them are 
really adversaries to it, I should be glad if they would give 
the world a specimen of the strongest, or most specious argu- 


® [The first Edition came out in 1714; the second (of which the present is a 
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ments that can be found against this doctrine. And I am 
persuaded this had been done, if such as are the best judges 
had any thing to offer on this head, which they thought 
would bear the test. 

I was in hopes I had my wish, when some months since I 
was told by my correspondent at London, that the Reverend 
Mr. Rymer, in a book of his just then published’, had 
strongly opposed this doctrine. And it must be confessed 
that this brother of ours hath acquired a great reputation in 
this diocese for his learning and good sense. And on this 
account I honour him, though personally unknown to me. 
Therefore what he hath said on this head claims a right to 
be considered by me, with a just regard to his character. I 
meddle not with any part of his book, excepting that which 
is supposed to have been particularly aimed against the doc- 
 trine which I assert. He speaks* of Sacraments in general. 
But I shall consider his words as if they had been meant of 
the Eucharist only. For what he says of both Sacraments 
cannot hold, unless it may be applied to the Eucharist as well 
as to Baptism. 

His fundamental assertion as to this point is in the follow- 
ing words, viz. | 

“A Sacrament is not supposed (in its most essential part) 
an application made by men to God, but one made to men 
by God. It is not, in its essential and primary design, a ser- 
vice whereby men propitiate God. It is a gracious con- 
descension of God’s by which He converses with men, and 
exhibits to them spiritual blessings.” Soon after he adds, 
“‘God’s part is indeed the whole that is strictly and properly 
sacramental?” 

Now, in direct opposition to this, I affirm, that not God (ab- 
stractedly) but God-Man, or Jesus Christ, is principal in this 
Sacrament; that He, as Mediator and partaker of the human 
nature as well as of the Divine, is the Author of this Sacra- 
ment; that He therein exhibits His Body and Blood in 
mystery ; He exhibits them (by the hands of His ministers) 
as Mediator of the new, everlasting Covenant, and therefore 

® A General Representation of Re- “ In the first citation. 
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first to God and then to men, to the whole Christian 
Church. 

Our Saviour hath so expressly declared the Eucharist to 
be a covenant, that I conceive no judicious Christian can 
doubt of it. And to enter into covenant, or to renew a cove- 
nant without a mutual application of the parties concerned, 
is inconsistent with the nature of the thing. In truth, this 
Sacrament is a communion between God and man, as abun- 
dantly appears from the following book, but especially from 
the second part. 

What I have hitherto cited from this author contains oat 
the premisses of his argument. Let us next consider his 
conclusion, which is comprised in these words of his: 

“Tf a Sacrament® exhibits to us some spiritual favour 
given to us, and is an application made by God to man, then 
changing the elements in the Lord’s Supper into a material 
sacrifice of our own, and making them an application of men 
to God, exhibiting to Him what He is to be understood to 
exhibit to us, urging this continual remembrance on God, not 
on our own hearts; this is offering up strange fire, it is ex- 
cluding the Sacrament by the Sacrifice.” 

Now here it is to be observed, that the conclusion contains 
more than the premisses, when both are fairly stated. And I 
appeal to himself, whether the sum of his premisses as con- 
tained in his book be not this, that “a Sacrament is principally 
an application made by God to men,” and whether he did 
not intend the sum of his conclusion to be this, viz. “ there- 
fore the Lord’s Supper is not an application made by men 
to God.” If he did not intend this to be his conclusion, he 
could not mean any thing at all against the Sacrifice of the 
Eucharist. And if he did mtend this for his conclusion, he 
meant more than can be found in the premisses. For the 
premisses only assert that “a Sacrament is principally an 
application of God to men,” now this does by no means imply 
that “a Sacrament may not also be an application of men to 
God :” and yet this is the only conclusion that can be of any 
use to this writer. And that the Eucharist is an application 
of God to man, and of man to God, is the doctrine at large 
asserted by me in the following work, and is indeed suffi- 
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ciently proved from its being a covenant, as I just before 
observed. 

When our writer asserts that a Sacrament is principally an 
application of God to man, sure he would not be thought to 
deny that it is also an application of men to God. Nay, he 
himself does by implication own that it is so. His words are, 
“ Herein consists man’s part (of a Sacrament), a most hearty 
reverence and gratitude, a most affectionate love and devo- 
tion’.” For how can these be paid without an application of 
men to God? But Iam sorry that among the good qualities 
on man’s part, he should omit the principal, which is faith, 
and without which the Sacrament cannot be discerned, or 
perceived to be what it is. 

And if application is to be made by men to God in the 
Eucharist, then what more proper and solemn manner of 
doing it can be assigned than that of sacrifice? This is the 
way by which the patriarchs and all holy men of old were by 
God instructed to make their most important addresses to 
Him. This is the manner by which the primitive Church 
offered their devotions to Him. And thus they were taught 
to do by our blessed Saviour Himself. 

Christ, as our Mediator, must first have offered the Sacri- 
fice of His mysterious Body and Blood to God, before He 
could exhibit them to His Apostles to be eat and drunk, as 
pledges, symbols, and seals of the Divine promises. The 
blessings must first have been procured from God by sacri- 
fice, before they could be exhibited to men, as tokens of the 
Divine favour. As the natural Body and Blood of Christ are 
the foundation of the Gospel covenant, so the sacramental 
Body and Blood are substituted instead of the natural; and 
are therefore first to be presented to the most worthy party 
in this covenant, the Infinite Granter of all the mercies be- 
longing to it ; and then in the next place to the least worthy 
persons, or the grantees, the whole body of Christian people. 
Therefore no man need stick to say in opposition to this 
writer, that the principal or primary part in the Sacrament 
of the Eucharist is the application of men to God, through 
the Body and Blood of Christ Jesus. 

Our author would have it thought that by asserting the 
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oblation in the Eucharist, we change the elements into a 
Sacrifice of our own. And when he hath proved that we have 
not the authority of Christ for making the oblation, we are 
willing to lie under the imputation of counterfeiting Divine 
institutions. 

He aggravates our pretended crime by saying, that “we 
exclude the Sacrament by the Sacrifice.’ These words only 
shew that he is very angry with us, and, as I humbly con- 
ceive, without a cause. No man, to my remembrance, hath 
ever charged us with this crime before this writer; nor will 
he be able to point out the particular, in which we do impair 
or mutilate the Eucharist, considered as a Sacrament. 

His next article of impeachment against us is, that “ we 
urge the continual remembrance on God, not on our own 
hearts.” I suppose he means the remembrance of Christ’s 
death. I cannot suppose that he argues against us as guilty 
of a fault in frequently urging on God the remembrance of 
Christ’s death, because the Church does this three times 
every week in the Litany. And I suppose all good Chris- 
tians often do this in their private prayers, when they enforce 
them through the death, merits, or satisfaction of Christ 
Jesus. Therefore the fault he means must consist in not 
urging the remembrance of Christ’s death “on our own 
hearts.” If he knew the man that is wanting in this point, 
let him declare his name, and set a mark upon him. I amas 
ready as he can be to condemn this defect in him. But still 
the fault is personal, and may as well be fixed on them that 
deny the doctrine of the Sacrifice, as on them that defend it. 
This in either case cannot be the fault of the doctrine, but of 
the man. 

But as if he had not yet sufficiently expressed his indigna- 
tion against us, he proceeds to enhance our crime, and that 
he may do it in the most sanctified manner, he clothes his 
causeless wrath in Scripture language; he tells us, we “ offer 
up strange fire.’ He might even as justly have accused us 
of offermg human flesh, as the heathen did the primitive 
Christians. We offer, or desire to offer, the Sacrifice which 
Christ hath taught us, a Sacrifice “strange” to none that are 
Christians, except such as confine their views to modern ages 
and notions, The “fire” we offer is that of smcere prayers and 
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praise, “strange” to none but infidels and atheists. We offer 
the same “fire,” that this author and his friends do. The 
difference is this; they choose to offer their fire in the 
Eucharist without any proper Sacrifice, and by this means 
render it a fire, strange, unknown to all Christians of the 
preceding ages. We desire and endeavour to preserve the 
pristine union betwixt the fire and the Sacrifice. 

His professed design was to abolish and nullify the Sacri- 
fice ordained by Christ: therefore I leave it to my reader to 
judge, who it is that is guilty of sacrilege under the appear- 
ance of devotion. When he can shew that we do exclude, or 
in any point derogate from the Eucharist as a Sacrament, we 
may justly be charged with sacrilege. But he attempts not 
to prove this, though he hath affirmed it. His allegations 
against us are of a very high and heinous nature. What his 
evidence and arguments are, I submit to the judgment of 
others; declaring at the same time, that I shall always be 
among the foremost in extolling and even magnifying his 
great abilities. There are several other particulars, in which 
this worthy person seems to me mistaken in the account he 
gives us of a Sacrament. But this shall suffice at present. 

Before I conclude, I think it necessary to renew a former 
request to my reader, viz. That he would take my sentiments 
not from the representation of others, but from my own 
books only. And I must add, that even the citations made 
from those books are not always to be depended upon. I 
have fresh occasion given for this in a stitched book®, entitled 
‘The Doctrine of the Eucharist stated. The anonymous 
author cites me for saying", “It must be confessed, that it 
does not appear, from any of these writers, that the officiating 
priest did offer the Sacrifice by prayer.’ By these words, as 
there posted, he would insinuate my opinion to be, that 
Sacrifice is not to be offered by prayer: though in the be-— 
ginning of that very paragraph‘, and in the following pages, 
I make it my business to prove, that prayer was always the 
medium, by which the Sacrifice was offered. Again, he ob- - 
serves that in the words of institution, instead of ‘‘ He gave 
thanks,” I have translated the text, “ He eucharistized” the 
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bread and wine: upon which he cries out), “ Eucharisted 
them! that is, thanked them, this is wonderful.” Thus he 
leaves it to the reader to suppose, that I do really by eucha- 
ristizing mean giving of thanks, without giving the least hint 
that I have upon several occasions proved at large that the 
Greek* evyapiorety is there used transitively, and hath the 
same signification with evAoyeiv, and that the blessing ter- 
minated on the bread and wine. 


When this second edition was almost out of the press, I 
was informed that the famous Dr. Clarke of St. James’s, in 
the twelfth of his seventeen sermons lately published, had 
undertaken to confute that sense of the context in John vi. 
which I have asserted. 

Upon a perusal of the Doctor’s discourse, I cannot but 
think that the substance of what the Doctor hath there ad- 
vanced is sufficiently answered in my Proor annexed to this 
volume, and in the Letter to my very learned friend. But 
because there are some peculiarities in this Doctor’s way of 
managing the argument, therefore I will not esteem what 
he hath said wholly unworthy of my notice. 

He spends two thirds of his sermon in proving what is 
granted by all, viz. that “meat, bread, wine, and water,” do 
often signify “good instruction,” and that to “eat and drink” 
denote the receiving such instruction. And upon this ob- 
servation he undertakes to explain all that is said in this con- 
text. Page 272, he proceeds to the pinch of the argument 
in these words, ‘ There remains only one phrase more in this 
chapter, wherein the same figure of speech is carried yet fur- 
ther.. Our Lord, in the 51st, 53rd, and following verses, 
setting forth the same thing under the still higher figure of 
‘eating His flesh, and drinking His blood,’ which in the text 
(ver. 35.) and in several other verses of this chapter, He had 
before expressed by styling Himself ‘the Bread of life.’ 
But this, when that which hath already been said, be well 
considered, will have no great difficulty in it.” In the fore- 
going page he thus expresseth his sense of Christ’s being “ the 

i See pp. 62, 63, of that book. 198, 246, 282, of this second edit. ; and 
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Bread of life,” viz. ‘That the belief, and consequent practice 
of the doctrine of the Gospel, is the support and preserver of 
the soul unto eternal life.” Now the Doctor in what he says 
above supposes he hath explained what is meant by eating 
Christ’s flesh and drinking His blood, by explaining those 
words, “I am the Bread” (or rather the meat) “ of life.” On 
the contrary, Christ explains bread or meat by flesh. For 
thus He speaks, “And the meat which I will give is My 
flesh.” His flesh therefore was what He had promised His 
disciples in the former part of the chapter under the name 
of meat. And that we may be the more sure that He meant 
His flesh, not His doctrine, He gives this further description 
of it, “ My flesh, which I will give for the life of the world.” 
I am confident that neither the Doctor nor any judicious 
divine will dispute, whether this character do best agree with 
- His flesh or with His Gospel. I conclude therefore that by 
bread or meat, in the foregoing part of the chapter, we are 
to understand Christ’s flesh, according to our Saviour’s own 
exposition. And I must further add, that by flesh Christ 
meant His sacramental flesh; which flesh He gave to God 
for us; as He clearly declares in the institution of the Eucha- 
rist. And this is His flesh, not im gross substance, but by 
that quickening spirit and life with which it is animated, not 
by a mere dry metaphor or cold figure of speech, as Dr. 
Clarke would have it, but by real power and energy. 

Some lines here follow, which I cannot think worthy of a 
repetition. Then he goes on, page 273, “ After our Lord’s 
styling Himself the Bread of life, in the same sense as Wisdom, 
in the Book of Ecclesiasticus (chap. xxiv. vers. 21.), saying of 
herself, ‘they that eat me,’ &c. there cannot without great 
perverseness be put a wrong sense upon what He adds, 
vers. 56, ‘He that eateth My flesh, and drinketh My blood, 
dwelleth in Me, and I in him.’” Now in answer to this, I 
must profess I see no justness of comparison between a fic- 
titious personated Wisdom introduced in Ecclesiasticus, and 
resembling herself to various trees or plants, and speaking 
magnificently of the fruits which she produced, and the 
honey and honey-comb inclosed in her stock, and calling on 
men to entertain themselves with these provisions (which she 
expresses by saying, ‘They that eat me,’ &c.), and on the 


TO THE SECOND EDITION, 65 


other side a real human person, such as our Saviour was, 
declaring that He would give His flesh to be eat, and espe- 
cially His blood to be drunk. It ought to have been proved 
that some great master of religion, or philosophy, had used 
these phrases, and meant nothing by them but receiving his 
doctrine, or imbibing his precepts, before a sentence of per- 
verseness had been passed against those that are not convinced 
by such defective proof. I have said what was sufficient on 
this head in the first edition of this book, p. 395, which may 
be found p. 401 of this edition. 

But though no other master of religion did ever use these 
phrases, yet our Lord Himself hath upon another occasion 
used them, and used them there in a certain, and universally 
agreed sense, I mean, when He instituted the Eucharist. 
Then He commanded His disciples to “eat His Body,” and 
“drink His Blood.” These are the same phrases with those 
used here by St. John (for body and flesh are certainly the 
same); I cannot therefore but think it most enormously un- 
reasonable to take Christ Jesus as meaning one thing in one 
place, another in the other, by the same phrases, and especi- 
ally when He never used these phrases but twice in the whole 
course of His ministry. Dr. Clarke here unhappily forgot 
his own rule “ of finding the sense of Scripture in the Scrip- 
ture itself,’ p. 262 of this Sermon. I have spoken largely 
concerning this point of taking these same phrases in different 
senses in p. 407 of the first edition of this book, p. 412 of 
this edition. 

But the Doctor proceeds in his argument, p. 273, in these 
words, “ Why should not what our Lord calls ‘eating His 
Flesh, and ‘drinking His Blood, be as easily understood of 
our imbibing, and digesting His doctrine, as St. Paul is by all 
men understood to speak in a figurative sense, when he says 
of all good Christians, ‘that they are members of Christ’s 
Flesh, of His Body, and of His Bones.’” Now the answer 
here is very obvious, that we are clearly determined to under- 
stand St. Paul as speaking of Christ’s union with, and af- 
fection to His Church, by another text of Scripture, viz. 
Gen. ii. 23, where this phrase is used in a sense very like 
this, if not the very same. When the Doctor can produce a 
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tion will be to the purpose. In the mean time let me have 
leave to ask him, why flesh and blood must in John vi. signify 
doctrine, when in the history of the institution of the Sacra- 
ment they certainly signify the consecrated elements ? 

After all, I know not whether, p. 261, and 278, the Doctor 
have not said some things that imply that this context is to 
be understood of the Eucharist. But I am not at leisure to 
make disquisitions concerning the sense and meaning of his 
expressions. And there are several particulars omitted by 
me, which are very extraordinary, and full of bold novelties, 
which yet I shall dismiss at present, especially because they 
are most of them, if not all, obviated in the following volume. 

In truth this Sermon seems the most hasty performance 
that ever came from Dr. Clarke’s pen. I would have no 
man take a measure of the Doctor’s acumen, or of his clear- 
ness of thought, or diction, from this little piece, which seems 
scarce worthy of his great name, 
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INTRODUCTION. 


CONTAINING SEVERAL DEFINITIONS OF SACRIFICE, AND THE 
AUTHOR’S OPINION OF THEM, AND HIS OWN DESCRIPTION 
OF IT. 


Havine undertaken, with the Divine assistance, to prove 
that the Christian Eucharist is a Sacrifice properly so called, 
I suppose the first step I am to take is to shew, not only 
what I myself mean by the word Sacrifice, but that I take it 
in the same sense that the most learned men of all parties 
have understood it, and in such a sense as is most agreeable 
to the thing denoted by it. Now to satisfy my reader that 
my definition of a sacrifice is no invention of my own, made 
to serve a present turn, I shall first present him with those 
definitions, or descriptions of a sacrifice, which have been 
given by men of the greatest name, both among the Pro- 
testants and the Papists. 

Melancthon’s definition of it is, a ceremony, or work, which 
we render “to God, in order to do honour to Him?.” 

Mr. Calvin says, “ Sacrifice in its general acceptation sig- 
nifies whatever we offer to God; but we divide it,” as he goes 
on, “into two parts, the one we call ANatpevtixov, or ceBacti- 
xov, Which consists in honouring and worshipping God ; or, if 
you will, you may call it Evyapictixov, as being offered by 


a {‘*Sacrificium est opus a Deo esse Deum, quem sic colimus, et nos 
mandatum, faciendum, ut Deo tribua- __velle Ei subjectos esse.’’ Melanchthon. 
tur honos, id est, ut ea obedientia Explicatio in Malachiam, ed. Witeberg. 
ostendamus nos affirmare Hunc solum 1601. tom. ii. p. 545.] 
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none, but such as are laden with immense blessings, and 
make to God a return of themselves, their whole selves, and 
all that they can do: the other we call propitiatory, or ex- 
piatory, the design of which is to pacify the wrath of God, to 
satisfy His justice, and by this means to wash, or wipe away 
sin.” It ought not to be omitted, that he expressly declares, 
that he “calls that Sacrifice, which the Greeks sometimes 
call @vcla, sometimes trpoogopa, according to the perpetual 
use of Scripture? :” so that this great man saw no difference 
between a proper oblation and a sacrifice *. 

The famous Dr. Spencer, who is as exact a writer on this 
subject, as any that has yet appeared, gives us this account 
of sacrifices, viz., “ Formally considered, they are gifts offered 
to God, and solemnly consumed in honour to Him‘. Mate- 
rially considered, they are animate things, as oxen, sheep, 
goats; or inanimate things, bread, wine, salt, and other 
things fit for food. Finally considered, they were called 
expiatory, when men brought gifts to the altar in order to 
appease God: they are called whole burnt offerings, when 
intended for the rendering honour to God, and acknowledg- 
ing His dominion ; peace offerings, when they expressed a 
mind well and devoutly affected toward God; Eucharistic, or 
sacrifices of thanksgiving, or vows, when to signify grati- 
tude toward God ; euctic, when for the obtaiming of any 
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> [Quod generaliter acceptum, com- © See Institutions. 


plectitur quicquid omnino Deo offertur. 
—Proinde et nos in duo genera distri- 
buamus, ac alterum, docendi causa, 
vocemus Aarpevtixby et ceBacrixdy: 
quoniam veneratione cultuque Dei con- 
stat, quem Illi fideles et debent et red- 
dunt: vel si mavis evxapiorixdy: quan- 
doquidem a nullis Deo exhibetur nisi 
qui immensis Ejus beneficiis onusti, se 
totos cum actionibus suis omnibus Ili 
rependunt. Alterum propitiatorium, sive 
expiationis. Est autem expiationis sacri- 
ficium, cui propositum est iram Dei 
placare, Ipsius judicio satisfacere, 
eoque peccata abluere et abstergere.— 
Nos perpetuo Scripture usu sacrifi- 
cium appellari scimus, quod Greci 
nune @volay, nunc mpoopopay, nunc 
TeAeT}y dicunt.’’ Calvin. Institutt., lib. 
iv. cap. xviii, sect, 13. ed. Lugdun. 
1654. | 
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e [** Formaliter, quatenus munera 
fuerunt oblata Deo, et in Illius hono- 
rem solenniter consumpta.” p. 640. 
“Cum autem. sacrificiorum materia 
duplex esset, nempe res animate (bo- 
ves, oves, et capre); res etiam inani- 
mate (panis, vinum, sal, aliaque men- 
sis adhiberi solita).”’ p. 656. ‘Cum 
enim Altari dona ferebant, ad placan- 
dum Deum, Exzpiatoria dicebantur ; 
cum ad honorem exhibendum, Deique 
dominium agnoscendum, Holocausta 
vel sacra honoraria: cum ad amicum 
et benevolum animum erga Deum sig- 
nificandum, Pacifica: cum ad indican- 
dam gratitudinem. Votiva vel Eucha- 
ristica: cum ad obtinendum benefi- 
cium, Ev«rixa.’’ De Legibus Hebraeo- 
rum, lib. iii. eap. 3. p. 664. ed. Cantab. 
1685. ] 
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Thomas Aquinas’s definition of a sacrifice is in these 
words, viz., “ Any thing done as an honour due to God alone, 
in order to procure His favour.” 

Bellarmine says, “ Sacrifice is an external oblation made to 
God Alone, by which some sensible and permanent thing is 
consecrated, and changed by a lawful Minister, and by mys- 
tic rites, for an acknowledgment of our weakness, and the 
Divine greatness’.”’ 

[Dr. Outram’s definition of a sacrifice is, “ an oblation duly 
consumed.” But to explain this he adds, “A sacrifice among 
the Jews was a holy thing offered to God, and with proper 
rites completed and consumed. And holy things were duly 
consumed, when they were killed, burnt, poured out, or 
made use of, for a sacred feast in a manner ordained by 
God".” And in the very next section he says, “ Of 
those things, which were both offered and consumed in 
a proper manner, some had life, some had not.” Now: 
though this learned man’s notion of a sacrifice be commonly 
esteemed contrary to the doctrine which I am now defend- 
ing, and he expressly undertakes the definition of a Jewish 
sacrifice only; yet I see no occasion to make any exception 
against his definition of a sacrifice, as here explained by him- 
self. The grand defect of his book seems to me to be this, 
that he makes the due consumption of the sacrifice to be the 
most necessary point of all, and yet never once offers to shew 
that the grand sacrifice of Christ was consumed either in 
whole or in part'.] 

If I should produce as many more descriptions, or defini- 
tions of sacrifice from authors of equal reputation with these, 
if any such there be, who have treated on this subject, there 
would, I conceive, be nothing considerable contained in 
them but what is to be found in these, which I have already 
tur.” De Missa, lib. i. 


f [“Sacrificium proprie dicitur ali- cap. 2. ed, 


quid factum in honorem proprie Deo 
debitum, ad Eum placandum.’”’ Thome 
Aquin. Summee Theologice, Pars iii. 
Quest. xlviii. Art. 3. Conclusio. p. 
101. ed. Duac. 1614. ] 
- 8 [*Saerificium est oblatio externa 
facta soli Deo, qua ad agnitionem 
humane infirmitatis et professionem 
Divine Majestatis, a legitimo minis- 
tro res aliqua sensibilis et permanens 
ritu mystico consecratur et transmuta- 
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b [** Sacrificium, ad eorum (Judeeo- 
rum) sententiam, ita definiri potest, ut 
sit mpoadopa rite consumpta. Seu, ut 
paulo explicatius dicam, sacrificium, 
apud populum Hebreum, ejusmodi 
sacrum erat, tum rite confectum et 
consumptum.” De Sacrificiis, lib. i 
cap. viii. p. 82. ed. 1677. ] 
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laid before the reader: and I have not much to object 
against any thing said by these very learned men: but yet I 
ought to mention the exceptions, how few or small soever 
which I have against them; or however to let my reader 
know in what sense I take some particular expressions, and 
in what sense I cannot admit of them. And 

First, when Mr. Calvin supposes that a sacrifice must be a 
satisfaction to Divine justice, if it be intended for the expia- 
tion of sin, 1 must observe that the words, if strictly taken, 
can be applied to no sacrifice but that which was offered by 
Christ in person. I shall not therefore think myself obliged 
to prove that the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, as distinguished 
and abstracted from the grand Sacrifice, is a satisfaction for 
sin; nor can [ believe that Mr. Calvin himself thought that 
any other sacrifice, in itself considered, could by its own 
intrinsic value expiate sin; and whoever asserts this doctrine 
does not only annul the sacrifice of the Eucharist, but all 
those sacrifices which were enjoined in the Levitical law; for 
none of them were in themselves a satisfaction to Divine 
justice. - 

Secondly, When Dr. Spencer asserts that a sacrifice is to 
be consumed, as well as offered, in honour to Almighty God, » 
this is confessed to be true, if meant of the Levitical sacri- 
fices, of which the Doctor was treating; and it is true of all 
sacrifices, that they are to be consumed in the manner ap- 
pointed by God; but if the Doctor intended that it is essen- 
tial to all sacrifice to be consumed in the very act of oblation 
or by fire, then I must crave leave to dissent from him. The 
Passover was a perfect and solemn sacrifice, and owned as 
such by Dr. Spencer, as will hereafter appear: and yet we 
are assured, that it was neither in whole, nor in part, to be 
burnt upon an altar, nor consumed in being offered; and 
Dr. Spencer’s words do not imply this way of consumption 
to be in itself necessary: no, nor yet Dr. Outram’s, as he 
hath himself explained them. 

Thirdly, When Bellarmine says a sacrifice must be conse- 
crated, it is acknowledged to be true: nay, the very act of 
oblation is a consecration of it: but when he speaks of its 
being changed, I must solemnly protest against the change 
by him intended, I mean, transubstantiation. A change is 
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confessed, that is, that the bread and wine from being 
common become holy, and the spiritual Body and Blood of 
Christ ; but that the substance of bread and wine is changed 
into the substance of Christ’s personal Body and Blood, I 
absolutely deny, and believe it to be as monstrous a doc- 
trine as ever was believed by any that call themselves 
Christians. 

Therefore allowing all these definitions or descriptions of 
sacrifice, excepting as before excepted, I shall add one 
particular not mentioned by any of them, I mean a proper 
altar. I cannot indeed say, that this was ever esteemed so 
essential to a sacrifice, as that an oblation was esteemed null 
without it (excepting the case of most of the Levitical sacri- 
fices) ; but rather than make many words about it, I readily 
give it for granted, that an altar is necessary, though not 
to the essence, yet to the more commodious and solemn 
oblation of a sacrifice: and therefore I am now prepared to 
lay before my reader, what I think a full description of sacri- 
fice: viz. 

Sacrifice is, 1. some material thing, either animate, or in- 
animate, offered to God, 2. for the acknowledging the do- 
minion, and other attributes of God, or for procuring Divine 
blessings, especially remission of sin, 3. upon a proper altar, 
(which yet is rather necessary for the external decorum than 
the internal perfection of the Sacrifice,) 4. by a proper officer, 
and with agreeable rites, 5. and consumed or otherwise dis- 
posed of in such a manner, as the Author of the Sacrifice 
has appointed. I shall speak to all these five particulars, by 
shewing, 

I. In the first chapter, in what sense and degree every one 
of these five properties are necessary to a Sacrifice. 

II. In the second, I shall shew that all these properties 
concur in the Eucharist, and that it is therefore a proper 
Sacrifice. 
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IN WHICH IS SHEWED IN WHAT SENSE AND DEGREE EVERY 
ONE OF THESE FIVE PROPERTIES ARE NECESSARY TO A 
SACRIFICE, 


SECT. I. 


Sacrifice is some material thing, either animate or inanimate, 
; offered to God. 


1. THat nothing can properly be called a sacrifice, but 
some material thing offered to God, is given for granted, 
though neither Melanchthon, nor Mr. Calvin, nor Aquinas, do 
expressly mention this particular; nay, the first and last of 
the three suppose it is sufficient that it be some ceremony, 
work, or action; but I shall not enlarge in a case where I 
think all parties are now agreed. 

2. That the matter of the sacrifice must be some animate 
thing, some creature that has or had life, is a condition not 
mentioned by any of the great men above mentioned ; nay, 
Mr. Calvin allows, that a sacrifice and oblation are the same, 
according to the perpetual use of Scripture. And Dr. Spencer 
affirms, that a sacrifice materially considered is not only some 
animal, but bread and wine, or any thing fit for food; and 
therefore I cannot but think, that they who will allow nothing 
to be a sacrifice but what has life and blood, and is capable 
of mactation, have neither good authority nor reason for 
what they say. : 

[One of the most notable and constant sacrifices of the 
Jews, was a cake* made of wheat-flour and oil, and wholly 
burnt on the altar by the high priest, the one half in the 
morning, the other in the evening, every day in the year. 
This was called by the old Greek interpreters “a continual, 


a Lev. vi. 20—22. The most judi- when he is anointed,’ say, ‘ from the day 
cious moderns instead of, ‘in the day on which he is anointed.’ 
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a perpetual sacrifice ;’” and by our English, “an offering per- s ECT. 


petual, a statute for ever unto the Lord :” by both it is said 
to be offered “for a sweet savour unto the Lord ;” and by 
that priest of Aaron’s sons, “ who was to be anointed in his 
stead.” From this it appears, that the most noble, daily, 
pontifical sacrifice among the Jews was a cake of flour; 
and this was a most lively type of our High Priest’s offering 
His Sacramental Body. Josephus mentions this as still prac- 
tised in his time; and he calls this daily action of the high 
priest by the name of sacrificing’. Of these unbloody sacri- 
fices I speak more largely in the second part of this 
work’. | 

They who have asserted that nothing is a sacrifice but 
what is slain, have done it on supposition that Odo does That 6‘ 
properly and originally signify to kill, and that therefore peer 
@ucia, which denotes a sacrifice, must necessarily imply ‘istify to 


: , : slay, proved 
something that is slain. But I need not tell my learned from Aris- 


reader, that no arguments are more fallacious than those rg 
which are built upon etymologies. At this rate of arguing, a 
man may deny that what I now write on is true paper, be- 
cause it is not made of an Egyptian shrub, or flag called 
mamupos ; nay, it may safely be denied upon this hypothesis, 
that there is any such thing as a book to be sold in St. Paul’s 
church-yard ; because what we now call books.do not consist 
of the rind of that tree which our ancestors called deoce, and 
from whence the present word book is commonly derived ; for 
just thus do they argue that deny any thing to be a sacrifice 
but what is slain, because Ovcla has @vw for its theme. Of 
what force this way of arguing may be thought in this dis- 
pute I cannot say; but I am sure it would be thought mere 
chicanery in any cause but this. Yet, so far as I am capable 
of discerning, this is the only pretence that some men have 
for denying any thing that is unbloody to be a proper sacri- 
fice; and this pretence is so thin, that our adversaries have 
scarce the face to express it in words at length, but com- 
monly content themselves with saying, that bread and wine 
cannot strictly be a sacrifice. And if we enquire into the 
bottom of their argument, it is only this, that @v@ does origi- 
nally signify to slay, according to their lexicons, or rather 


+ See Joseph., lib. iii. cap. 10. § 7. Hudson’s edition. © [Not in the Ist ed. ] 
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their own surmises; for if we look into the ancientest Greek 
writers, we shall certainly find that @vm did not at first sig- 
nify to slay, but to offer any thing to the gods, by burning it 
in the fire, or by any other prevailing rite. Now that this 
may be made very evident, I will first produce the words of 
Aristophanes in Plutus?: 

drt ov dy els Ovoevey avOparrav ert, 


ov Bovy ay, odxi Warordv, odk GAN’ ovdecr, 





py BovAopevov cov. 


Chremylus tells Plutus the blind god of riches, that “no 
man would sacrifice a bullock, nor any dry crumbled thing, 
nor any thing at all, without his consent,” that is, unless he 
gave them money to purchase what was to be offered. No- 
body, I suppose, ever suspected these yasora were animals, 
or any part of animals; and yet Aristophanes supposes they 
may be sacrificed, as well as a bullock. We have clear proof 
of this signification of the word in Homer, who tells us, that 
Eumeus having killed his best swine in honour to the 
nymphs, Mercury, and the other gods, by burning the several 
portions of those gods in the fire, and reserved the chine for 
Ulysses, who was come to him in disguise; after he had in- 
vited Ulysses to fall on, the poet adds, 


> cy \ » a “ > , 4 
H pa, kal dpypara Bice Oeois aicvyevernow 


td > Ae 
Zreicas § atora oivoy, ’Odvacni rrohimdpbe 





"Ev xeipecow €Onker, 2 


All that was done in relation to the sacrifice, before they 
came to the feasting part, is expressed by fepevew, oparrev, 
and evew; but when they are going to eat, “ Humeus,” says 
Homer, “ sacrificed the nice bits, or first cut, to the eternal 
gods ;” where @vew cannot signify to kill; for the swine was 
not only slain, but all, except the chine, burnt before; there- 
fore by dpywara Odce he can mean nothing but his offering — 
some principal part of the viands, either by casting them into ~ 
the fire, or by some other religious rite. And Eustathius, 
from this and other passages in Homer, concludes‘, that in — 

this most ancient writer Qvew has the same sense with Ovary, a 


4 Act I. scen, ii. [l. 137. ed. Din- f [opdta piv, 7d iepoupyjom SGov" 
dorf. | Btoa 5é,7d Ovpidou. Vid. Eust.in loco. 
* Odvoc. E. 1. 446. ed, Rom. 1551. ] : 
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that to sacrifice is only to burn, or make a perfume to the 
gods, and therefore not to slay. Athenzus says’, that 
Qew is never used by Homer for offering the victim; (for 
in this sense he made use of péfew, and dpaév) but only of the 
aratora, the broken fruits and such like, the only sacrifices of 
the ancient Greeks". This would incline one to believe, that 
the adpyyata now mentioned was none of the swine’s flesh, but 
either some choice fruits or cakes; and what follows favours 
this, viz. “ he made a libation of wine.” We have another great 
authority for this from Theophrastus, Aristotle’s scholar, cited 
by Porphyry, and from him by Eusebius', and produced lately 
by Mr. Dodwell in his learned book “Concerning the use of 
Incense!.” The words which make most for the present purpose 
are as follows. Speaking of the inhabitants of the Egyptian 
Delta, To ye ravtwv Noyiwrtarov yévos hpEato mpAtov ad’ éxrias 
Tots oupaviows Oeois Qvew" od opuvpvys, ovdé Kacias, Kal UBavo- 
TOU KpoK@ puxOévTwy dtrapyas, — adda yxAONS, OloveEl TVA TIS 
yovijuov picews yvovv Tals yepoly dpduevo. — ex Se THs Ovpu- 
doews TOV ato ys Ovpsathpid Te éxddovy, Kal TO Ovew, Kab 
Oucias, & S1 Hpeis ovK opOads éEaxovomer, tiv bia Tov Gowv 
Soxovcay Oeparreiay KadobyTes Ovoclav ...moANOl Kai viv ére 
Qvovet cvyKekoupéva TOV evwoddy EVAwY Twa*. “This most 
rational people began first to sacrifice to the heavenly gods 
from the household fires, to sacrifice not the first-fruits of 
myrrh, cassia, and frankincense mixed with saffron; but of 
grass which they cropped with their hands, being as it were 
a certain down of teeming nature. ... It was from this burn- 
ing the products of the earth, by way of incense, that they 
gave the name of thumiateria to the censers, and of thuein 
to the action of burning them, and of thusia to the thing 
sacrificed, which we now do not rightly understand, when we 
give the name of sacrifice to the pretended worship by ani- 
mals. Many do to this day sacrifice some chips of the sweet- 
scented trees.” In which words Theophrastus declares that 
the word @vcva, sacrifice, is improperly applied to offering of 


© [‘Ounpds Te 7d peCew, em Tod Ovew 1 De Prep. Evangel., lib. i. cap. 9. 
Tdooet, TO de Ovew emt Tov YaioTad peta- [p. 28. ed. Par. 1628. ] 
dépmia Oupuidiy. Kal of madratol Td Ode i P. 20. nee 
. Opgv avduacoy. Lib. xiv. ] * [ Mr. Dodwell’s reading is followed 
» See Dr. Potter’s Antiq.Gr. [B. II. here. } 
¢. iv. ] 
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animals, and that originally it did not signify an oblation 
slain in honour to God, and that inanimate things are most 
properly sacrifices, if we regard either the thing itself, or the 
words used to denote it. And Plato, who was certainly one 
that very well understood both the notions and the language 
of the old Greeks, gives this account of it, Qvew SwpeicOai éore 
tots Oeois'!. ‘To sacrifice is to give to the gods.” It is clear 


indeed by what Theophrastus says, that even in his time, who 


lived many hundred years after Homer, and about the time 
that the LXX made a translation of the Jewish law from the 
Hebrew into the Greek tongue, the word sacrifice was most 
commonly applied to the offering of animals; but he com- 
plains of it as an innovation, and as an instance of degene- 
racy, both as to the practice itself, and the language by which 
it was expressed ; and the LXX translators were so sensible of 
this, that they use the word sacrifice for all altar oblations, 
inanimate as well as animate; and this is a thing so well 
known, that my reader will excuse me if I do not spend time 
in the proof of it. He that doubts of it, I will be bold to say, 
may be convinced by one single chapter, viz. Numb. vi., where 
he will find the Hebrew nny», which in strictness signifies no 
more than an offering of bread or meal, turned by the LXX 


Ovoia thirteen times, if I number right, viz., ver. 13, 19, 25, 


31, 37, 43, 49, 55, 61, 67, 73, 79, 87; and it is known that 
the writers of the New Testament do for the most part use 
the idioms of the LXX. St. Paul follows them in this par- 
ticular; for he calls the fruits of the earth offered by Cain, 
Ovaia, “a sacrifice,” as well as the cattle offered by Abel, as the 
LXX had done before. And it is very evident that, in this 
particular, the idiom of the LX X was agreeable to the no- 
tions of the ancient Greeks, and to the critique of Theo- 
phrastus, Athenzus, and Eustathius, who seem rather to 
appropriate the word sacrifice to inanimate, than animate 
sacrifice, and to the definition of Plato, who says, “to sacri- 
fice is to give to the gods.” It is true, as Theophrastus 
intimates, that the Greeks of his age, and I may add of all 
ages after him, did commonly take the word @vcia to be 
derived from the verb @va, as signifying “to slay ;” but it is 
evident too, that this was but a vulgar prejudice, and that 
' See Dr. Spencer, de Legib, Hebr., p. 665. 
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@ém was never thought to bear any such signification, until srcr. 
bloody sacrifices came in vogue, and by usually applying 
this verb to thé offering these bloody sacrifices, the men of 
after ages began to think that it denoted mactation. It 
were easy to give instances of words in all known languages, 
that have thus in several ages varied their significations upon 
occasions; but the thing is so well known, that I may well 
spare my pains. Our adversaries seem to value their own 
notions and opinions more than those of the ancients, chiefly 
on this account, that they live in an age, in which the 
original languages are better understood, than they were by 
the primitive fathers ; but if these languages are now better 
understood, it is evident, that they who value themselves on 
this account, are none of those who know Greek better than 
the Fathers did. Even the Latin Fathers knew well enough 
that an inanimate thing may be a sacrifice: the vulgar Italic 
Bible would teach them this, where nnio, and Ove/a, is often 
rendered by sacrificium ; and it will appear by several cita- 
tions hereafter to be produced, that they did actually so under- 
stand it. And though some of the Greek Fathers seem to 
think that @vw did originally signify to slay, (for what man 
js SO wise, as not to be carried down the stream of vulgar 
mistakes, as to some particulars?) yet they never argued as 
our adversaries do, that therefore nothing can be a proper 
sacrifice, but what can be slain: they did not build their 
faith upon so airy a foundation as an etymology. As to the 
manner of consuming the sacrifice, viz., by burning, which 
some of the ancient Greeks seem to think is implied in the 
verb @%m, I shall have another occasion to speak of it ere 
long. In the mean time let our adversaries consider, that 
they cannot deny an inanimate thing to be capable of being 
made a sacrifice, but that they must suppose themselves 
better acquainted with the Greek tongue than Homer, Aris- 
tophanes, or Plato; and that they are better critics than 
Athenzus, or Theophrastus, or Eustathius; not to mention 
the authority of the LXX, the Apostle, and the most primi- 
tive Church, which are certainly sacred with all good Chris- We dispute 
tian divines. And lest our adversaries or others should pea 
_ think that we contend for words, let them assure themselves, bier ni 
that if it be once granted, that an inanimate oblation may crifice. 
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serve all the ends of a real sacrifice, this is all that we demand. 
For though we cannot see any reason to drop the use of a 
word that has been applied to the Eucharist for above 
fifteen hundred years together, without any observable con- 
tradiction, yet we at the same time declare with all anti- 
quity, that ours is an unbloody Sacrifice. And because 
the Church of Rome has misapplied this title to their mis- 
satic Sacrifice, we therefore further declare, that we believe 
not the very substantial or personal Blood of Christ to be 
there offered, as the Papists do, and therefore cannot, in any 
tolerable sense, call that an unbloody Sacrifice. But lest my 
reader should surmise that I labour only to prove an oblation 
of mere material bread and wine, and that such an oblation 
seems not worthy of our zeal and concern, I shall only re- 
mind him, that a sacrifice, or oblation of bread and wine, 
though in itself considered it be of no great worth, yet may 
be of inestimable value on other considerations. And I can- 
not but admire to see one of our adversaries cite Greek upon 
us to prove that an ox or sheep is in itself better than a loaf 
of bread, as if he knew no other standard of the value of a 
sacrifice than the market price of it, or the external qualities 
mherent in it. They who estimate sacrifices by this rule, are 
just such appraisers of the representative sacrifice as Judas 
and the high priests were of the original, when they set It 
at thirty pieces of silver. 


SECT. II. 


That Sacrifice, properly so called, is offered for the acknow- 
ledging the dominion and other attributes of God, and for 
procuring Divine blessings, especially remission of sin. 


Turis is a truth implied, if not expressed, in all the deserip- 
tions of a sacrifice above produced. It were very easy to 
make a great show of reading on this occasion; but since 
there is an unanimous consent on all sides as to this head, I 
shall no longer dwell upon it. 
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That a proper Sacrifice is to be offered on a proper Altar 
(though the altar be rather necessary to- the external deco- 
rum than the internal perfection of the sacrifice). 


I suppose any convenient utensil, table, or eminence, 
whether natural or artificial, of whatsoever materials it be 
framed, on which a material sacrifice is offered, may be 
called an altar. If it be solely, or chiefly set apart, or dedi- 
cated to this use, it is a proper altar; and if it be erected for 
offering sacrifice by fire, it must be furnished with a fire- 
hearth, or be capable of being used as such; such was the 
altar of burnt-offering at Jerusalem : if it be only used once, 
or rarely, it is an occasional or vicarious altar. In this sense 
the rock on which Manoah made an oblation is called an Judges xiii. 
altar; and yet if the fabric be built on purpose for the mak- st 
ing one single oblation, I see no reason why in this case it 
may not be deemed a proper altar; as that, for instance, 
which Abraham built, on which he intended to offer his son Gen.xxii.9. 
Isaac, which was an oblation never to be repeated. There is 
this difference between a fixed, proper, appropriated altar, 
and an occasional or vicarious one; that an altar of the first 
sort sanctifies the gifts laid on it, as our Saviour says of the 
altar of burnt-offerimg at Jerusalem; and the same may be Matt, xxiii 
said, [ apprehend, of all altars that are raised by due autho- * 
rity, and designed and publicly known to be for no other use 
but for receptacles of such things as are to be devoted to the 
service of God; for in this case, the solemn placing of any 
thing on it is an effectual declaration that the thing so placed 
on it is God’s peculiar right and property; but this I think 
cannot be said of any other occasional tumultuary elevation 
made for the offering sacrifice once and away. I should in 
this case rather say, that the gift sanctifies the altar, than 
the altar the gift; for I cannot conceive how such an altar 
can have any sort of sanctity but what it receives from the 
oblation made upon it, except it have been by some previous 
act and deed consecrated to the worship of God. But this is 
_ only my conjecture, and the present dispute does no way 
depend upon it. 
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What is more pertinent, and more Clear, is, that a proper 
fixed altar is not absolutely necessary to the internal perfec- 
tion of a sacrifice ; the reasons of which opinion are, that it 
does not appear, that Abel or Cain made use of any, in offer- 
ing the first sacrifices that are recorded in Holy Writ; and 
it seems utterly improbable, that every family of the Israelites 
should, in their several houses, have had a proper fixed altar 
for the first Paschal sacrifice offered in the land of Egypt; 
and if they had had such altars, it is not credible that they 
should have been commanded to sprinkle the blood of the 
lamb “on the lintel, and the two side-posts of their doors,” 
but as was done after they had a tabernacle, and other conve- 
niences of worship, on the altar itself, and yet that the pass- 
over was a sacrifice properly so called, I shall presently have 
occasion to shew. By the words of Theophrastus, just now 
cited, it appears that the ancient Grecians sacrificed im their 
domestic fires, and therefore, if they had altars, did not think 
them essential to a sacrifice™. 

I have not advanced this opinion, that an altar is not 
essential to a sacrifice, as if I had any apprehension that the 


m [Here follows in the first edition, 
“The old Persians had neither tem- 
ples, nor altars, and yet offered animal 
sacrifice. [ Herod. Clio, c. 132.] See 
Propitiatory Oblation, p. 121, 122. 
The cross, on which the mactation of 
the grand sacrifice was performed, may 
be justly said to be an occasional altar, 
not indeed in the intention of those 
who erected it, but by the Divine de- 
cree and purpose. Nay, though no 
other sacrifice was ever designed to be 
made on it, yet it has this peculiar to 
itself, that by the all-wise will and 
pleasure of God, ‘The Lamb that was 
to be slain was decreed to bear our sins 
in His own body on the tree;’ (1 Pet. 
ii. 24.): and so that tree may in some 
sense be said to be a proper altar, not. 
withstanding its shape,and figure ; and 
its being to be used but once, does no 
more prove this to be an improper 
altar, than it proves that which was 
built for the offering Isaae to be such. 
And I apprehend, that it is upon these 
considerations that the cross is called 
an altar by Origen, and by St. Am- 
brose.” “Ubi vero tempus advenit 
crucis sus, et accessurus erat ad altare 
ubi immolaret hostiam carnis suze, ac- 


cipiens, inquit, calicem, benedixit, et 
dedit discipulis suis: Accipite, et bibite 
ex hoc. Vos, inquit, bibite, qui modo 
accessuri non estis ad altare. Ipse 
autem tanquam accessurus ad altare, 
dicit de se: Amen dico vobis, quia 
non bibam de generatione vitis hujus, 
usquequo bibam illud vobiseum novum 
in regno Patris Mei.” Origenis in 
Leviticum, Homilia vii. tom. ii. p. 220. 
ed. Paris. 1733. ‘An non tibi vi- 
detur effudisse sanguinem suum, de 
cujus latere supra ipsum passionis al- 
tare aqua cucurrit et sanguis?”’ S. Am- 
brosii Epistolarum Classis ii. Ep. Ixy. 
tom. ii. p. 1054. ed. Paris. 1686. ‘ Mi- 
rabile illud altare, in quo Unius Agni 
sacrificium tulit peccata mundi.” S. 
Amb. in Ps. exviii. Expositio, tom. i. 
p- 1002. Cf. Vitringa, Observationes 
Sacre, 1. ii. c. 13. p. 228. ed, Frane- 
quer. 1689. “ Ara in quantum porta- 
vit sacrificium, idque in altum tulit, sig- 
num fuit erucis, in quam Christus ¢ol- 
leretur, in quam elevaretur, et in qua Se 
Ipsum ut sacrificium Patri suo sisteret, 
queque Christum portaret.” See 
Gothof. Voigti Thysiasteriologia, sive 
De Altaribus Veterum Christianorum, ~ 
cap. xix. pp. 31, 2,.ed. Hamburg. 1709. ] 
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Eucharist is destitute of a proper Altar, for I shall hereafter 
prove a proper Altar in the Christian Church. And though 
I am not convinced that a proper Altar is absolutely neces- 
sary for a proper Sacrifice, yet I am fully persuaded that 
whatever is offered by a Priest on a proper Altar, may strictly 
be called a Sacrifice. 


SECT. IV. 


That a proper Sacrifice is to be offered by proper officers, and 
with agreeable rites. 


Tus indeed is mentioned by Bellarmine only, in the de- 
scriptions of Sacrifice above produced, but it seems to have 
been the sense of all mankind; and, therefore, when great 
numbers of clans and families, whose several heads had before 
been their kings and priests, were embodied together by con- 
quest or voluntary submission, or were by other means ex- 
ceedingly enlarged and multiplied, and occupied many exten- 
sive countries, and had many cities and districts, governed 
by subordinate magistrates in civil matters, they all unani- 
mously provided distinct officers for the inspection and cele- 
bration of divine offices. Such were the several fraternities 
of priests instituted in the infancy of the Roman empire by 
Numa, as Plutarch informs us in the history of his life". Such 
were the several ranks of priests among the Grecians, for 
which I refer my reader to Dr. Potter’s Antiquities°, and 
others who have written on this subject. Such were the 
Magi among the Persians, as Herodotus informs us’. Egypt, 
as it was one of those countries that were first of all well 
stocked with people, who were invited thither by the fertility 
of the soil, so we are assured that there was in this country a 
settled priesthood, with an unalienable maintenance in lands, 
before Jacob’s descent into Egypt, and before the date of any 
history now in being, excepting that of Moses. And Hero- 
dotus, the most ancient of the Greek historians, takes notice 
of these priests in his Euterpe, and says, they received their 


SECT. 
III. 


Priests ne- 
cessary for 
offering of 
Sacrifice. 


office by succession or inheritance’. And when God by His Gen. xvii. 


especial providence had multiplied Abraham’s posterity into 


™ [p. 68. ed. Francofurt. 1599. ] P [Clio, c. 132.] 
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a nation, and resolved to form them, not only into a body 
politic, but a religious society, He Himself separated one of 
the twelve tribes of which their nation consisted, for the 
more immediate attendance on His Divine Majesty in reli- 
gious worship. And it was declared to be present death for 
any man to intrude into the sacred office, or with unsanctified 
hands to touch any thing which God had committed to their 
care and direction. And though Sacrifice was not the only 
employment of these religious officers, yet this was always 
thought the most honorary and valuable function of the 
priesthood ; and therefore only the elder house of that tribe, 
whom God was pleased to make choice of for the sacred 
ministry, were intrusted with the privilege of offering sacrifice. 
And even in the heathen nations, none were permitted to 
perform this office in public, but only such as had been 
solemnly dedicated to this function. 

And as all momentous actions are to be performed with a 
due decorum, and with just solemnity, so it is especially ne- 
cessary that this most weighty negotiation betwixt God and 
man be executed with agreeable rites, and with circumstances 
befitting such holy institutions. But if we enquire into those 
rites which were peculiar to Sacrifice, we shall find them to 
be no other but the very actions of offermg them. I will 
not pretend to say that there never were any ceremonies 
esteemed ne@essary by some particular people, for some par- 
ticular sacrifices, but what I affirm is, that no rite is essen- 
tial to Sacrifice in general, but only the very act or acts of 
oblation. For if it were otherwise, the Levitical sacrifices 
were in reality null; for no rites were necessary in offering 
them but sprinkling the blood, and burning the whole, or part 
of the sacrifice. And I suppose it needs no proof, that these, 
with the prayers, were the very rites by which the sacerdotal 
oblation was performed; by the sprinkling the blood, the 
whole sacrifice was consecrated to God, and the atonement 
made; and by burning the part or the whole on the Altar, 
God had what He required actually yielded to Him". This 


* [So that these ritual actions were 
indeed no other but what were used as 
vocal signs, with which the sacrifice 
was presented to God. The priest used 
no words; but the actions were signifi- 
cant, and spake the thoughts of him 


that performed the office. Nor can I, 


upon the best enquiry I am able to © 
make, find any ceremony generally 


thought necessary for offering a sacri- 
fice, but only the actions, whereby the 
sacrifice was presented.” First Ed.] _ 
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argument is more largely and clearly pursued, part ii. ch. i. SECT. 
é IV. 
sect. Vl. —__—— 


SECT. V. 


A sacrifice must be consumed in such a manner as the author 
of it, or God to whom it is offered, hath appointed. 


Dr. Spencer [and Dr. Outram] affirm this in express 
words, and Bellarmine means the same; for the change, I 
suppose, in his sense, is the consumption of the sacrifice. 
And though we can allow of no such change, yet we must 
confess, that God has so peculiar a right in things so solemnly 
offered and appropriated to Him, that it would be profane 
and sacrilegious to dispose of them otherwise, than He Him- 
self has directed. If God indeed had expressly declared, 
that the material sacrifice was to be bestowed or destroyed, 
according to the discretion of those who offered it; then, I 
suppose, no human authority could restrain this liberty 
granted by God; but it is not rational to suppose, that God 
should make no distinction between sacred and profane, be- 
tween what had been offered to Him, and what had not; and 
yet it appears from Herodotus, that the old Persians were 
persuaded, that they might make what use of their sacrifices 
they themselves pleaseds’. Our adversaries would have it, Consump- 
that it is essential to sacrifice to be consumed by fire; but four? 
upon what grounds they assert this, they inform us not. pais 
On the other side we are assured, that none of the Levitical 
sacrifices, but burnt-offerings, and offerings for the sins of the 
priest and congregation, were wholly consumed in this manner. 
The greatest, much the greatest part of the usual sin and 
trespass-offering was consumed by manducation. Nothing but 
the fat, and the caul, and the kidneys, were to be burnt on Lev. iv. 
the Altar, and the rump, if it were a trespass-offering ; and the a ae 3. 
same may be said of the peace-offerings. So that the only way 1ev: 4 % 
of consuming the Levitical sacrifices was not by fire; nay, 
the greatest part of them were consumed in another way ; the 
main of the sacrifices were to be eaten either by priest, or 

S [aropeperat 5 Odous Ta Kpéa, Kat xparau 8 Te mw Adyos aipéer.—Clio, c. 132.] 
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crifice, yet 
not con- 
sumed by 
fire. 


Ex. xii. 9, 
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people, or both. [Dr. Outram, as cited in the Introduction, 
allows that what was made use of for a sacred feast was con- 
sumed as a sacrifice.|t And I presume no one can doubt, but 
that the carcase was as rightly consumed by manducation, as 
the fat, caul, kidneys, and rump were by fire. And by conse- 
quence, if the whole had been directed to be eaten by the 
law, then the whole had been by this means rightly consumed ; 
for there is no reason but the will of the legislator, why the 
whole, as well as the greatest part of these sacrifices, might 
not be consumed by manducation. And to make this more 
evident, it is to be considered that the Passover was entirely 
to be consumed by being eaten, even “ the head, and the legs, 
and the purtenance thereof,” as well as the body of the lamb. 
So that this is an unexceptionable instance of a sacrifice, 
wholly consumed, without fire, and by manducation. That 
the Passover was a Sacrifice, properly so called, we are assured 
in the narrative of its institution, Exod. xii. 27. “It is the 
Sacrifice of the Lord’s Passover,” or rather, “it is the Sacri- 
fice of Passover to the Lord,” as the LXX do justly, and 
even literally render the words". Bochart* has proved by 
arguments drawn from Scripture and the writings of the 
Rabbies, that the Paschal lamb only is meant in that text, 
Exod. xxiii. 18, that this was that Sacrifice, of which God 
there says, “Thou shalt not offer the blood of My sacrifice 
with leaven, neither shall the fat of My sacrifice remain until 
the morning.” And indeed it is so explained Exod. xxxiy. 25. 
“Thou shalt not offer the blood of My sacrifice with leaven, 
neither shall the sacrifice of the feast of Passover be left unto 
the morning.” “God,” says Dr. Spencer’ on these words, 
“calls it, by way of excellence, My Sacrifice ;” and he tells 
us, God made this law that none of the Paschal lamb should 
be left until the morning, that men might have no excuse if 
they should put a slight upon this singular Sacrifice. It is 
true, this was none of the Levitical sacrifices, strictly so 


* [ Not in first edition. ] 

« [@vola 7d rdoxa TodTO Kuply, but 
the author is right according to the 
Hebrew 79") 810 ND| NA | 

* De Animalib. Sacris, Pars I. lib. 
ii. col. 573. 

Y De Leg. Hebr., p. 150. 

z [**Deus hance legem ferens, men- 
tionem Paschatis facit honorificam. 


Nam Pascha, non agnum, sed ‘74 


sacrificium meum ;—Quid autem Deus, 

‘hoc in loco, tam honorifice de Paschate 
loqueretur, nisi ut tacite indicaret, Se 
legem hance ideo tulisse, ut contemptus 
alicujus ansa et species omnis a sa- 
crificis tam insigni tolleretur?”—De 
Legg. Hebr., p. 150. | 
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called ; for it was instituted a considerable time before there SEC ; 
was any the least hint given to Moses concerning the taber- 
nacle, or the service there to be performed. But Christians 
cannot esteem it the less on this account, no more than the 
sacrifices of Abel, Noah, Abraham, and the other patriarchs, 
for neither were they Levitical. It is sufficient that it had all 
the essentials of a Sacrifice, and God was pleased peculiarly 
to call it His own. Nay, Christians in reality ought to 
have a special regard to the Passover, as being in a more 
peculiar manner the prefiguration of the grand Sacrifice. 

I therefore readily acknowledge, nay, I earnestly insist on 
it, that all Sacrifice must be consumed according to the direc- 
tions of its Divine Author: it would be a great profanation, 
to dispose of what belongs to God, contrary to His own will 
and pleasure made known to us. There was not more pre- 
cise care taken of any one thing in the old law, than how 
every part of every sacrifice and oblation should be con- 
_ sumed; what portion should be burnt; what might be eaten 
by the priests, or their families and dependants ; and what by 
the people; in what place, within what time, and with what 
circumstances it should be eaten; with several penalties laid 
upon all that transgressed these directions. And though Lev. vi. 14 
these provisions were part of the ceremonial law, done away po pa Ain 
by Christ, yet the reason upon which they are grounded is of **:°—*- 
eternal force, viz. that nothing offered to God shall be other- 
wise consumed or disposed of, than God has Himself pre- 
scribed. But that nothing but fire has a right to consume 
sacrifice, is a mere precarious notion, and contrary even to the 
Levitical law itself. For by that law the greatest part of the 
sacrifices were consumed by manducation ; which therefore is 
at least as proper a method of consuming the whole, as any 
other, nay the most proper, when God is pleased to direct 
men to this method of consumption. Thus His own sacrifice 
the Passover was consumed, and this He intended as a type 
of a more perfect Sacrifice of His own foundation. 

Thus have I described the nature of a proper Sacrifice, 
according to the best light I could receive from other men, 
or my own reflection. I proceed to shew that the Eucharist 
has all these properties now rehearsed, and is therefore a 
Sacrifice properly so called. 


CHAP. 
II. 





CHAP. II. 


IN WHICH IS PROVED, THAT THE EUCHARIST HAS ALL THE 
FIVE PROPERTIES OF A SACRIFICE BEFORE MENTIONED. 


SECT. I. 


That material Bread and Wine, as the Sacramental Body and 
Blood of Christ, were by a solemn act of oblation in the 
Eucharist, offered to Almighty God in the primitive Church, 
and that they were so offered by Christ Himself in the 
institution. 


In order to prove the Eucharist a proper Sacrifice, I am 
(according to the method proposed in the former chapter), 
first to shew, that material things were actually offered to 
God in the Eucharist by the primitive Church, and by Christ 
Jesus Himself. But before I undertake this, I shall first, by 
way of prevention, dispute one pass with our adversaries ; 
and it is the main evasion they have, when they feel them- 
selves closely pressed with our arguments; I mean, that the 
Sacrifice of the Eucharist is frequently called by the ancients 
an unbloody, rational, spiritual Sacrifice: and when they find 
any of these epithets given to the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, 
they from thence conclude that it was by the ancients meant 
to be a mere mental figurative Sacrifice. Now once for all 
to silence this pretence, and that I may not have occasion 
to make digressions on this account, when I am in pursuit 
of my main argument, I shall beforehand shew that the 
ancients were so far from thinking it was inconsistent with 
a true material sacrifice, to be unbloody, rational, or spiritual, 
that they do often in the same sentence express, or imply, 
the Sacrifice of the Eucharist to be material, and yet un- 
bloody, rational, or spiritual. What they meant when they 
called a material sacrifice rational, or spiritual, I shall here- 
after have occasion to shew: it will be sufficient at present to 
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prove, that they did so understand these words, as that it srcT. 
was no contrariety in their language, to give these epithets —* 
to the material Sacrifices of Christians. 

1. As to the word ‘unbloody,’ it generally denotes some 
material thing, according to the best of my judgment and 
information. However, that it does so, when applied to the 
Sacrifice of the Eucharist, take these following instances. 
St. Cyril of Alexandria says’, ‘“ the table which had the shew- 
bread denotes the unbloody Sacrifice of the bread or loaves.” 
And elsewhere”, speaking of the prophecy, he by the mincha Mal.i.10,11. 
understands, “the pure unbloody Sacrifice offered in every 
place ;” and presently after adds, “the heavenly life-giving 
Sacrifice being here ordained, by which death is annulled, and 
this corruptible, earthly flesh puts on incorruption,” by this, 
meaning the material Eucharist. St. Chrysostom speaks of 
the same prophecy, when he says’, “See how brightly and 
illustriously he has explained the mystical table, and the 
unbloody Sacrifice ; he calls the holy prayer, which is offered 
with the Sacrifice, pure incense ; therefore the mystical table 
is the pure Sacrifice, the principal heavenly victim, to be pre- 
ferred before the world.” By the table he clearly means 
what is placed on the table; and this, as distinguished from 
the prayer offered with it, he calls the ‘ unbloody’ Sacrifice. 
St. Gregory Nazianzen says‘, “Julian expiated his hands from 
the” pretended defilements of the “unbloody Sacrifice, by 
which we communicate with Christ and His sufferings.” 
And again*, he describes the Arians as “ leaping or treading 
on the Altars, and defiling the unbloody Sacrifices with the 
blood of men, and heathen sacrifices.” For the Apostate 
could not suppose, that the prayers and praises of Christians 
defiled his hands. Nor could St. Gregory imagine, that 
the mental devotions of Christians could be polluted by the 
Arians. St. Athanasius tells us‘, “ Melchisedec was the first. 
type of offering the unbloody Sacrifice, the holy oblation.” 
And I suppose the reader need not be told, that the Sacrifice 
offered by Melchisedec, in the judgment of the ancients, was 
Bread and Wine; which therefore he here calls “ the unbloody 
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Sacrifice.” There is a citation in the Rev. Dr. Wise’s book, as 
from St. Athanasius in Questiones ad Antiochum, where ‘ un- 
bloody’ is taken in the same sense; I will give it the reader in 
Dr. Wise’s translation : “As all who think themselves bound to 
offer sacrifice to God by the blood of animals and irrational 
things, do pervert the unbloody Sacrifice of Christ, and make 
It abominable; so all who circumcise the flesh, do set at 
nought and overturn the spiritual circumcision of Christians, — 
to wit, Holy Baptism.” I suppose this writer, by ‘Baptism,’ or 
‘spiritual circumcision,’ must mean water-Baptism, unless it 
can be shewed, that there was any other Baptism that could 
be perverted. And indeed, Holy Baptism, especially when 
opposed to ‘ the circumcision of the flesh,’ cannot in reason be 
taken in any other sense: so that it is very evident he here 
speaks of the two Sacraments. And as ‘spiritual circumcision’ 
denotes water-Baptism, so ‘ unbloody Sacrifice’ denotes the 
Sacramental Bread and Wine. But I only crave so much aid 
from this citation, as can be expected from a writer of the 
seventh century, under the name of St. Athanasius; and can 
only say, that his authority is as good for the right meaning 
of the word ‘unbloody,’ as it would be against it; see Dr. W.’s 
book’. Eusebius has a passage very apposite to this pur- 
pose}, “ Who but Our Saviour did ever by tradition instruct 
His votaries to celebrate unbloody and rational Sacrifices, by 
prayers, and an ineffable theology? therefore He erected 
Altars throughout the habitable world,” &c. He calls the 
Sacrifices unbloody and rational; but asks who ever did in- 
struct his votaries to offer such, except Our Saviour. Now if 
by unbloody and rational he had meant prayer, the question 
might have been retorted upon him; for who that ever gave 
divine laws, did not instruct men to offer prayers? That 
which is peculiar in Our Saviour’s Sacrifices, is, that they are 
offered only by ‘ prayer,’ not by fire and smoke, as those of the 
Jews and Gentiles; and by an ‘ineffable theology, by which 
he means the mystical consecration, and the rites and devo- 
tions with which it was attended. And to ‘erect altars’ for invi- 
sible Sacrifices, is a work which no one but Dr. Hancock, I pre- 
sume, will assign to Christ Jesus‘, In the Clementine Liturgy, 


05. i [‘ Invisible’ is Johnson’s own infe- 
15. Ap. rence of Dr. Hancock’s meaning, when 
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_ the officiating Bishop prays for the ordained Bishop thus", srcv. 
“That he may atone Thee, O God, by offering to Thee the ee 

pure and unbloody Sacrifice, which Thou hast ordained by 

Christ, the mysteries of the New Testament.” For I take it 

for granted, that the Eucharistical Body and Blood are the 

mysteries of the New Testament here mentioned; and that 

you may be sure that a material Sacrifice is here intended, 

after the prayer is concluded, the officiating Bishop is directed 

“to offer the Sacrifice in the hands of the ordained :” in what 

sense soever you take these last words, they must import a 

material Sacrifice ; for no other Sacrifice can be put into the 

hands of another. As in these places it is evident, beyond all 

doubt, that ‘unbloody’ and ‘material’ are epithets that may be 

applied to the same Sacrifice ; so I am not sensible, that any 

one passage is to be produced from the Fathers or Councils, in 

which prayers, praise, or the like mental Sacrifices, are called 

unbloody ; and Plutarch! applies the word to the libations 

of meal and wine, used by the Pythagoreans and ancient 

Romans (in vitd Nume, cited by me in the Propitiatory 
Oblation, p.125, and by Dr. W. p.276™.) So that I take it 

for granted, that by the unbloody Sacrifice is always meant 

the Sacrifice of the sacramental Bread and Wine, in all ancient 

monuments of Christianity ; and consequently, that when ‘ra- Rational or 

tional’ or ‘spiritual’ go along with ‘unbloody,’ the same mate- pinct wit 

rials are thereby meant; and indeed in some particular places 20%’ 

there are other concomitant words, which shew that Bread raion = 

and Wine are meant, as in the Apostolical Constitutions”, Wine. 

“Instead of bloody Sacrifices, Christ enjoined the rational 

unbloody Sacrifice of His Body and Blood;” for where is 


he contrasts ‘ intellectual’ with ‘mate- 
rial,’ and thereupon founds an argu- 
ment against the Eucharistic Sacrifice’s 
being understood of the Bread and Wine, 
understanding ‘intellectual’ and ‘ra- 
tional’ in the sense of mental, as oppos- 
ed to ‘material.’ The passage runs 
thus, ‘** Who,’ (saith Eusebius, Ec. 
Hist. Col. Ed. Vol. i. p. 650,) ‘except 
our Saviour hath taught us to perform 
unbloody and rational ‘ Sacrifices :’ and 
in the same place, ‘ The services of in- 
tellectual and rational Sacrifices are 


- offered to God, the King of all nations.’ 


Here we may see what are the un- 
bloody Sacrifices the Fathers speak of, 


not unbloody, material Sacrifices, such as 
Bread and Wine, but intellectual, ra- 
tional Sacrifices.’ See Patres Vindi- 
cati, p. 17. Pamph. 283. 1709. Bodl.] 

K a. p. 52. Ap. 1. 6. 
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m [‘ And indeed he who should talk 
of unbloody prayer and praise, would 
by all judicious readers be Jooked upon 
as one that affected a language by him- 
self.” First Ed.] 
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Christ’s Blood sacrificed in an unbloody way, but in the 
Eucharistical chalice? So Cyril of Jerusalem®, “ When the 
spiritual victim, the unbloody service is consecrated, we 
beseech God over that Sacrifice of propitiation?,” &c. for I 
suppose no Sacrifice can be said to be consecrated, and to 
have prayers said ‘over it’ in the Christian Church and Eucha- 
rist, of which Cyril was speaking, but the Bread and Wine; 
and therefore, when Athenagoras says4, Té d¢ poe 6XoKavTo- 
cewv, OV pi) SetTat 6 Oeos; Kal Tor Tpocpépew Séov avaipwaKTov 
Ouciav, Kat THY oyiKHY Tpocdyew Natpelav’ “ What need I 
care for whole burnt-offerings of which God has no need? it 
is rather proper to offer to Him the unbloody Sacrifice, the 
rational service ;” I can see no occasion to doubt, but that he 
means the oblation of material Bread and Wine. I suppose 
this to be the first time that the Eucharistic Sacrifice is called 
‘unbloody’ in any remaining monument of Christianity, unless 
it be allowed that the Clementine Liturgy was used in this 
age, which I am very much inclined to believe’. 

[It is not necessary for me to assert that ‘ unbloody’ does 
always imply something that is material. It is sufficient, that 
it so signifies when applied to the Eucharist. Constantine in 
his letter to Sapores king of Persia says’, “ Christians are 
content with unbloody prayers only in supplicating God :” and 


°.f, p19: Ap. 1. 6. 

P Mr. Lewis would thus obscure this 
illustrious passage with a translation of 
his own, I suppose, viz. “ after this spi- 
ritual Sacrifice, and the unbloody wor- 
ship on this Sacrifice of propitiation is 
completed, we beseech God,” &c. The 
principal enquiry is, what Cyril means 
by the “ Sacrifice of propitiation.” I 
suppose Mr. L. would by this under- 
stand the grand personal Sacrifice. But 
éxelyns clearly points at some Sacrifice 
just before mentioned, and there is no 
Sacrifice before mentioned but the Eu- 
charist, or ‘‘ spiritual Sacrifice, the un- 
bloody service.” (See the next para- 
graph but one.) The Eucharist there- 
fore is “ that Sacrifice of propitiation.”’ 
Behold and admire the laboured ob- 
scurity of these words: “ this spiritual 
Sacrifice and unbloody worship upon 
this Sacrifice of propitiation,” &c. To 
produce this darkness he hath deleted 
a comma after Aarpelay, added one 
after éxelyys, and inserted a conjunctive 
particle between @valay and Aarpelav. 


After all, the translation is contrary to 
his own hypothesis. For it supposes 
the Sacrifice aud worship to be com- 
pleted before the intercessions, and 
consequently before the distribution of 
the sacred symbols. [This note was 
added in second Ed. ] 

* [Legatio pro Christianis, 12. p.49. 
ed. Oxon. 1706. | 

* [ And though I cannot from any 
other circumstance certainly conclude, 
that he meant the Sacrifice of Bread 
and Wine, yet I shall believe that this 
was Athenagoras’s meaning, from his 
using the epithet ‘unbloody,’ till it be 
proved by our adversaries that it is 
ever applied to mere mental sacrifices ; 
and consequently, that by the ‘rational 
service’ we are to understand the same 
Bread and Wine.” First Ed. } 

s Sozomen., lib. ii. cap. 15, Ed. Va- 
lesii. Paris. 1668. Mévais edxais dvat- 
Mdkrows mpds ixeclay Ocod aprodyTa: — 
aroxpiocat A’TG eis vieny Td TOD oTav- 
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a little after, that “the sign of the cross, and prayer free from 
blood and filth, were sufficient to gain him victory.” 
by ‘unbloody prayers’ meant prayer without any Sacrifice at 
all that was material, it is not much to be wondered at in an 
emperor that was himself but a catechumen, especially when 
writing to a professed heathen prince. But it is evident he 
means ‘ prayers undefiled with blood and filth,’ the filth of 
animal sacrifices: as ‘bloody prayers’ denote devotions offered 
with the sacrifice of living creatures; so ‘ unbloody prayers’ 
may denote devotions offered with sacrifices of creatures 
without life, and such is the Eucharist. The word turned 
‘prayer’ may, and very often does, signify a vow, and then it 
will imply a material Sacrifice ; as-I shall prove, ch. ii. sect. 


2. No. 5.]¢ 


SECT. 
3 


If he ————— 


I know the word ‘service’ does, in common discourse, signify Service 


actions rather than things; but as Grotius, on Romans ch. ix. 


may im- 
port some 


ver. 4, truly observes", ‘ service’ denotes all Sacrifices, and in rig 


the institution of the Passover signifies the sacrificed lamb, 
as it evidently doth Exod. xii. 26, 27, “ When your children 
shall say what is this service to you?” (this is the literal ren- 
dition) “It is the Sacrifice of Passover to the Lord ;” where 
‘service’ in the question is explained by ‘ Sacrifice’ in the 
answer ; and in our lawbooks*, if I mistake not, ‘ service’ does 
not only signify some respect, labour, or work, but some real 
thing, paid, or yielded by the tenant, to the lord of the manor. 


2. As for the word ‘ rational,’ when applied to the Eucha- Rational 


ristic Sacrifice, that it does not only denote some act of our 


Sacrifice 
applied to 


reason, or understanding, sufficiently appears by this, that whatis 


the Sacramentary of GregoryY, and other Latin Liturgies, in- 
struct the Priest to pray to God, that He would “render it a 


 [ Not in first Ed.] 

u [kal 7 Aarpela, et obsequium ] 
M38 [ceremonia]; quo nomine ve- 
niunt Sacrificia omnia, sed precipue 
Agnus Paschalis, ut videre est Exodi 
xii. 25. ubi in Greeco, puAdiacbe Thy 
Aarpeiay rabrny [ observate ceremoniam 
hanece.”’] Grotii Annotatt. in Ep. ad 
Romanos, tom. ii. vol. ii. p. 726. Ed. 
Amstelodam. 1679. ] 

x [“ Service (servitium) though it 
have a general signification of duty to- 
ward them unto whom we owe the per- 
formance of any corporal labour, or 


function ; yet more especially in our 
common law, it is used for that ser- 
vice, which the tenant by reason of his 
fee oweth unto his lord. And so doth 
it signify among the Feudists also. 
For Hotoman thus defineth it, ‘Ser- 
vitium est munus obsequii clientelaris.’ 
Verbo Servitium. De verbis feudal. 
It is sometime called ‘ servage,’ as anno 
1 R. LI. cap. 6.” Cowell’s Law In- 
terpreter, sub voce ‘Service.’ Ed. 
Camb. 1607. ] 
Y ¢. p. 58. Ap. 
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CHAP. rational acceptable Sacrifice, and make it the Body and Blood 

Ut. __ of Christ ;’ which can be understood of nothing, but the ma- 

terial Bread and Wine; for of nothing else can it be said, or 

expected, that it should become the Body and Blood. And 

the reader will observe, that several of the citations under 

the foregoing head, prove, that a material Sacrifice may be 

‘rational,’ as well as ‘unbloody.’ And, says Theodoret’, “ He 

takes away the first, that He may establish the second; by 

the first He means the Sacrifice of irrational creatures, by the 

second the rational Sacrifice offered by Himself.” Whether 

he means the oblation of Christ’s sacramental or of His 

natural Body, it is all one to my present purpose, that is to 

prove, that a material Sacrifice may be called a rational 
Sacrifice, in the judgment of the ancients. 

3. It may seem very strange to some moderns to be told, 
that the ancients looked upon the oblation of a material 
thing, when performed according to the laws of Christ and 
the Church, to be a spiritual oblation; yet certainly such 
were their thoughts, such were their words. St. James’s 
Liturgy, in the Prothesis, teaches the Priest to say*, “I am 
not worthy to hold up my eyes toward this spiritual Table.” 
I am indifferent whether by Table my reader understand the 
proper Altar, or the side Altar, or the Bread and Wine placed 
upon one or the other: for in which signification soever you 
are pleased to take it, yet the thing is ‘material,’ but the epi- 
thet ‘spiritual.’ The Priest, when he presents the elements on 
the Altar, is by the Liturgy of St. Chrysostom” directed to 
say, “ Enable us to offer the gifts and spiritual Sacrifices for 
our own sins, and for the errors of the people.” The Apostles 
are introduced in the Constitutions saying*, “ Christ becom- 
ing Man for us, and offering to His God and Father a spiri- 
tual Sacrifice before His Passion, commanded us only to do 
the same ;” clearly referring to those words in the Institu- 
tion, “ Do this in remembrance of Me,” which were spoken 
to the Apostles only ; and what Christ there gave, or offered 
to God, was His Sacramental Body and Blood, the Bread and 
Wine, which are therefore here called the spiritual Sacrifice. 
And of no other Sacrifice, but the Sacramental Body and 
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Blood, could it be said that the Apostles only were com- SECT. 
-manded to offer it. For prayers, and praises, and lay offer- 
ings, were to be offered by the people; but the Apostles, and 
they who were commissioned by them, were the only proper 
officers for making the oblation of Bread and Wine as the 
Body and Blood, as shall hereafter be made to appear. Cyril 
of Jerusalem has these words‘, “Solomon, in Ecclesiastes, 
representing this grace in a mystery, says, Hat thy bread 
with gladness, thy spiritual bread — and drink thy wine with 
gladness, thy spiritual wine ;” he undoubtedly speaks of the 
Eucharist, for the treatise from whence they are taken is 
wholly on this subject; and further, he had just before re- 
cited the words of Institution®: and if the Bread and Wine 
are spiritual, no wonder that the Sacrifice of them is spiritual 
too. Husebius says‘, “Our Saviour, and all Priests from 
Him, celebrate a spiritual Sacrifice in bread and wine.” Ter- 
tullian, havimg premised a distinction between earthly and 
spiritual sacrifices’, adds, that “even from the beginning, 
the earthly sacrifices of the elder son, that is, Israel, were 
before hand exemplified in Cain; and the sacrifices of the 
younger brother Abel, that is, our people the Christians, 
shewed to have been contrary to them,” that is, to have been 
spiritual, according to his present distinction; so that in 
Tertullian’s opinion, Abel’s was a ‘spiritual sacrifice.’ And 
since not only Cyril of Jerusalem, but even Clement of Alex- 
andria®, and many other of the ancients (as will hereafter 
appear) do give the epithet ‘spiritual’ to the Eucharistical 
symbols, which yet are certainly material things; I can con- 
ceive no reason why any man should conclude that they are 
not a material Sacrifice, (except he will first believe with the 
Papists, that the bread and wine are annihilated,) and yet at 
the same time a spiritual Sacrifice, for reasons which will in 
due time be laid before the reader. 

Nay, it is further observable, that the ancients did not Ancients 
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says!, “We find Melchisedec offering to God not irrational 
sacrifices, but Bread and Wine ;” and St. Jerome says*, “ Ir- 
rational sacrifices are no longer to be offered, but Bread and 
Wine, that is, the Body and Blood of Christ.” Eusebius 
Cesariensis!, “ Melchisedec never appears to have offered 
corporeal Sacrifices, but blessed Abraham with Bread and 
Wine.” Eusebius, and St. Jerome, and Theodoret, certainly 
understood the language of the primitive Church equally at 
least to any now living, and they were so far from thinking — 
that a Sacrifice of bread and wine might not be a spiritual 
Sacrifice, that they do very clearly and roundly deny that 
such Sacrifices are irrational or corporeal. 

It is evident that St. Paul uses the same language, for he 
speaks of a “spiritual body ;” and in the same chapter calls the 
entire Person of Christ Jesus a “ quickening spirit.” Now if 
the ancient heretics, who denied that Christ had a real body, 
were again to appear in the world, how would our adversaries 
be able to confute them upon their hypothesis? If they 
should tell these heretics that the words ‘spirit’ and ‘ spiritual’ 
are not always so meant as wholly to exclude matter and 
body, as they must do if they would in earnest answer the 
allegations of these men from the words of St. Paul, it is 
very evident that in answering them they must at once 
answer their own cavils against us, when they conclude that 
the Eucharist is a Sacrifice in which no material thing is 
offered, because it is often called a ‘spiritual’ Sacrifice. 

If we enquire into the reason why men of such eminent learn- 
ing and knowledge, as some that seem to have espoused this — 
notion must be allowed to have been, were led into this opinion, 
Imust profess I know of no other reason but this, that according 
to our modern philosophy, ‘spirit’ and ‘spiritual’ are opposed 
to ‘matter’ and ‘material;’ but it is evident from what has been 
said, that in this the language of the present and of the pri- 
mitive ages do very much differ: but if the prejudices of our 
present adversaries are not very deeply rooted, they will cer- 
tainly be convinced, that to be material and spiritual are not 
inconsistent in the judgment of the ancient Church, and of 
St. Paul himself: and it is very observable, that the Apostle 
uses this way of expression even when he speaks in allusion 
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to the Eucharist. He calls the manna “ spiritual meat,” and § Be T. 
the water of the rock “ spiritual drink.” Now will any man ink 
from thence conclude, that it was immaterial manna and 4. 
water? Suppose some of this manna and water had been 

offered in sacrifice to God, and therefore been called a spiri- 

tual sacrifice, would any man of common sense have from 

thence concluded, that they had lost all their physical or 
corporeal latitude, longitude, and profundity, and were 

turned into spirits or mere ideas ? 

I own that the words ‘spiritual’ and ‘rational’ do sometimes, 
in the writings of the ancients, signify the same with ‘mental’ 
or ‘intellectual,’ and that prayers and praises are frequently 
called ‘spiritual and rational Sacrifices ;? and therefore I shall 
not conclude that any passage in the ancients is to be taken 
of the oblation of Bread and Wine, because either of these 
two epithets are joined with the word ‘Sacrifice,’ except some 
other circumstances concurring do determine this to be the 
writer’s meaning ; as, on the other side, our adversaries ought 
not to conclude, that any thing is perfectly immaterial, 
merely because it is called spiritual or rational: and when I 
cail the Eucharistic Sacrifice material, I must here declare, 
that I mean nothing by it, but that it has such a real corporeal 
extension as natural bread and wine, as all other bodies are 
allowed to have; and that I do not intend it as a word of the 
same adequate import. with the Greek trvxos ; for I appre- 
hend, that some of the ancients may bave asserted, that the 
Eucharistic Sacrifice is diXos™, as well as do@paros, but then 
they did not mean ‘ perfectly immaterial’ or ‘ without bodily 
substance,’ but not gross or dreggy”. 

Now I shall proceed to produce my authorities for the Method for 
offering material bread and wine in the Eucharist, when I ep whit. 
have first desired my reader to observe the following par- Sacrifice. 
ticulars, viz. 


m [The Ed. has been unable to find 
any passage, but the one appended, to 
which Johnson himself afterwards re- 
fers; and which does not immediately 
belong to the Eucharistic Sacrifice. 
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mate things; and by Christian writers 
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First, That I cite no authorities, but what relate to the 
Eucharist strictly so called, or to the Sacrament of the Body 
and Blood of Christ. 

Secondly, That I indifferently cite those passages, in which 
the things offered are called Bread and Wine, the Body and 
Blood of Christ, Christ Himself, or the antitypes of Christ, 
or of His Body and Blood; because I shall hereafter shew, 


that the ancients styled the matter of the Sacrament and 


Sacrifice by any of these names. 

Thirdly, If the words do evidently express or imply some- 
thing material to be offered in the Eucharist properly so 
called, I take it for granted, that thereby is meant the 
Eucharistical Bread and Wine, or the Sacramental Body of 
Christ Jesus: for there is no other material thing there to 
be offered. 

Fourthly, Many of my citations will prove, not only that 
the Sacramental Bread and Wine are called a Sacrifice, but 
that they are offered up by a solemn act of oblation in the 
Eucharist; and that therefore the Bread and Wine do not only 
represent a Sacrifice, but are themselves a Sacrifice, though 
they derive all their propitiatory virtue from the principal, 
personal Sacrifice of Christ Himself. But because my next 
collection of authorities will not every one of them reach this 
last point, therefore I will subjoin a particular account of the 
testimonies of antiquity on this head. 

Fifthly, And because in some of my citations, the matter 
of the oblation is called Bread and Wine, in others, the anti- 
types of Christ’s Body and Blood, in others, His very Body and 
Blood, in others, Christ, or our Redeemer; lest some should 
from hence infer that two or three several things are meant 
by these several expressions, and from thence endeavour to 
obscure or annul my proof of the Sacrifice; I shall shew that 
by all these expressions the same things are meant; and to 
this purpose I shall be obliged to present my reader with a 
scheme of the doctrine of the Eucharist, according to the 
sentiments of the primitive Church of the first four centuries. 

And now I begin my authorities for a material Sacrifice ; 
first from Theodoret, who says°, “ that the Church offers the 
symbols of Christ’s Body and Blood;” and in one of his 
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Dialogues, he introduces an orthodox Christian asking Eran- sEcT. 
jstes a heretic”, “ Of what are the mystic symbols offered by 
_ the Priests of God a sign?” Eranistes answers, “ Of the Body 
and Blood of our Lord.” Orthodoxus in the following part of 
the Dialogue allows of this. Cyril of Alexandria, as before 
cited4, “The table that had the shew-bread signifies the un- 
bloody Sacrifice of the loaves,” and’, “‘ We celebrate the un- 
bloody Sacrifice in Churches, and so approach the mystic 
eulogies,” that is, the Sacramental Body and Blood. Chrysos- 
tom*, “The Sacrifice is in [our] hands and all things lie 
decorously prepared.” ‘It is a great honour for them, be they 
martyrs or more than martyrs, to have their names mentioned 
in the presence of our Lord, when His death is celebrated, 
even the tremendous Sacrifice of His ineffable mysteriest ;” 
and" “can we do otherwise than prevail with God, when the 
tremendous Sacrifice lies in open view?” again’, “ the. priest 
calls upon us to pray,—and give thanks, while the tremendous 
Sacrifice lies in open view ;” lastly*, he interprets Malachi’s 
Mincha to be the unbloody Sacrifice, and the incense to be 
the prayer offered with the Sacrifice; this he calls the chief 
or first Sacrifice, the Sacrifice better than the world, and 
reckons nine other, the last of which is Preaching. St. Austin 
is very clear in this point, as when he says’, “ What shall I 
say of the Body and Blood of Christ, the only Sacrifice for the 
salvation of men? although our Lord Himself say, ‘Except ye 
eat the flesh of the Son of Man,’ &c., yet does not the Apostle 
teach us, that it is pernicious to those who misuse it? for he 
says, ‘ Whosoever eateth and drinketh unworthily,’” &e. And’, 
“Christians celebrate the memory of that same Sacrifice, that 
was offered by the sacred oblation and participation of His 
Body and Blood.” At another place*, “To sacrifice to God, 
as we very often do, according to that rite only which [God] 
hath enjoined .by the revelation of the New Testament, is 
part of that worship which is due to God alone;” as also», 
“ Tnstead of all those oblations and Sacrifices, Christ’s Body 
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is offered and communicated to the receivers.” Again®, 
“Thou art a Priest for ever, (speaking to Christ,) for the 
Priesthood and Sacrifice of Aaron is vanished, and what Mel- 
chisedec brought forth, when he blessed Abraham, is every 
where offered under the Priesthood of Christ :’” and‘4, “when 
Melchisedec blessed Abraham, then first that Sacrifice 
appeared, which is now offered by Christians throughout the 
world ;” more fully yet*, in those words, “what he adds of 
eating bread (he speaks of 1 Sam. 11. 86.) elegantly describes — 
the very sort of Sacrifice, concerning which the Priest Himself 
saith, the Bread which I will give is My flesh; this is that 
sort of Sacrifice which is according to the order of Melchise- 
dec, not of Aaron: he that readeth, let him understand ;’ 
by which he intimates that none could understand him that 
was not a communicant. In another place‘, “ Christ is the 
offerer and the oblation, of which thing He designed the 
Sacrifice of the Church to be a Sacrament, which as being the 
Body of Him that is the Head, learns to offer herself by Him, 
of which our Sacrifice, the many and various sacrifices of the 
ancient saints, were but signs ;”’ and®, “ We being many are 
one body, this is the Sacrifice of Christians ;—in that oblation 
which she offers she herself is offered,’ for the bread repre- 
sents the body of Christian people as well as the natural Body 
of Christ. Again", “when the Sacrifice of our Redeemer is 
offered, or alms-deeds are performed in the Church;” and 
elsewhere’, “The sacrifice of the Jews was according to the 
order of Aaron in the victims of cattle, and this in a mys- 
tery; the Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of the Lord was 
not yet—vwhich Sacrifice is now diffused throughout the 
world :” and lastly he says*, ‘his mother Monica knew that 


_ from the Altar that Holy Victim was distributed, by which 


the hand-writing against us is blotted out.” Gaudentius 
Brixiensis declares for the material Sacrifice, in saying’, 
“Christ being offered in every Church under the mystery of 
Bread and Wine, does refresh and enliven, being believed,” &c. 
And™ “when He says in the Gospel, ‘I am the true vine,’ He 
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7 sufficiently shews, that whatever Wine is offered in the figure 


SECT. 
I. 


of His Passion, is His Blood.” And again”, ‘Christ appointed ——-—— 


the Sacraments of His Body and Blood to be offered under 
the figure of Bread and Wine.” St. Hierom says of Mel- 
chisedec®, that “representing Christ, he offered Bread and 
Wine, and dedicated the Christian mystery in the Body and 
Blood of our Saviour.” At another place he assertsP, that 
“Christ instructed His Apostles to say, Our Father Which 
art in Heaven, daily in the Sacrifice of His Body.” And 
again, “ Melchisedec dedicated the Sacrament of Christ in 
a pure and simple Sacrifice, that is, Bread and Wine.” As 


also", “our mystery is denoted in the word ‘order,’ irrational Ps. cx. 4. 


victims being no longer to be offered by Aaron, but Bread 
and Wine, that is, the Body and Blood of Christ bemg made 
an oblation.” And‘, “ Ye [priests] do offer loaves, the loaves 
of shew-bread, in all the churches throughout the world, 
growing from one loaf:” I suppose, he means that in which 
Christ instituted the Eucharist. Macarius says the same 
thing plain enough', “At that time the great men, and 
righteous, and prophets, knew that a Redeemer was coming ; 
but they knew not that Bread and Wine was to be offered 
in the Church, as the antitypes of His Body and Blood.” 
St. Ambrose supports this doctrine, for" “Formerly,” says 
he, “a lamb was offered, a calf was offered; now Christ is 
offered: and He offers Himself, as a Priest, for the forgive- 
ness of our sins: in an image here [on earth], in the verity 
there, where He interposes as an Advocate for us, with the 
Father.” And*, “ If you offer the Body on the Altars,” &c. 
and especially’, “ Though Christ is not now seen to offer, yet 
He Himself is offered on earth, when His Body is offered ; 
nay, He apparently offers in” or “by us.” Ephrem Syrus 
says’, “The tremendous mysteries full of immortality are 
offered to God,” meaning the Eucharistical Bread and Wine, 
which in the foregoing words he calls “the gifts laid in open 
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view.” We have already heard St. Gregory Nazianzen?, 
speaking, not only of ‘unbloody’ Sacrifices in the Christian’ 
Church, but of Sacrifices, from the supposed defilement 
whereof Julian, when he apostatized, ‘expiated his hands ;’ 
‘Sacrifices’ and ‘Altars,’ which were defiled by the Arians and 
others; and therefore material, beyond all dispute or doubt. 
And in another place, speaking of himself”, “ How should I 
dare,’’ says he, “to offer the external Sacrifice, the antitype 
of the great mysteries, if I had not first offered myself a 
sacrifice to God?” &c. And once more’, “ Will they drive 
me from the Altars? I know another Altar — which is 
wholly the work of the mind, and the ascent is by theory, 
[i.e. contemplation :] by this Altar I will stand, on this I will 
offer sacrifice, oblations, and holocausts, as much exceeding 
those that are now offered, as the verity is more excellent 
than the shadow.” These words at first sight may seem to 
give some countenance to the cause of our adversaries, as 
supposing some mental Sacrifice more excellent than that of 
the Eucharist ; but let me observe, that though the supposed 
Altar and Sacrifice of St. Gregory were really as much to be 
preferred before the Altar and Sacrifice of the Church, as he 
fancied them to be; yet still it must be allowed, that the 
Altar and Sacrifice from which he expected to be driven, 
were material and real; for he could be driven from none 
that was immaterial. And as for the Father’s theoretical 
Altar and Sacrifice, I shall contentedly leave it to our ad- 
versaries, and let them make the best of it: for I believe it 
will puzzle the most metaphysical head to imagine what 
Sacrifice, either of prayer or praise, or whatever else they 
please, could excel the Sacrifice of the Christian Church, 
when offered as it ought to be, with all holy dispositions and 
affections. I will suppose that St. Gregory meant an imagi- 
nary oblation of the very natural Body of Christ Jesus; and 
yet cannot at the same time persuade myself, either that this 
imaginary oblation was more excellent than that in the 
Eucharist ; or that this imaginary oblation could not be per- 
formed at the material Altar as well as any where else: nay, 
if St. Gregory thought this imaginary oblation to be of so 
great worth, I apprehend it was his duty to offer it, as often 
@b.c.d.p. 21. Ap. > a. p. 21. Ap. Se. De 21, Ap. 
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as he performed the external oblation ; especially if it be con- 
sidered, that the imaginary sacrifice of St. Gregory was to 
be offered while he was in the body; while he could ascend 
to the supernal regions “ by theory only.” We readily accept 
the unanswerable proof, that the Father gives us of an ex- 
ternal sacrifice; and as to the other sacrifice, we will further 
consider it, when our adversaries have first been pleased to 
inform us what it was. And as for St. Gregory himself, I 
can only say, that the greatest men, when they indulge the 
warmth of their own present thoughts, have said things which 
it would be very hard for themselves to explain. But St. 
Gregory makes ample amends for this excess of rhetoric by 
what he has said at other places, and especially where he 
calls? “the gifts,” or oblations made in the Eucharist, 
“cleansing or expiatory Sacrifices ;” and the Altar, “the 
divine Table, the holy receptacle of these gifts.” St. Basil 
the Great* represents the great danger “ of sacrificing the 
Body of our Lord while we are under any defilement,” and 
speaks‘ of the Priest’s “‘ consummating and distributing the 
Sacrifice.” Hilary the Deacon says®, “that the Bishop offers 
the Sacrifice instead of Christ.” Cyril of Jerusalem" [speaks] 
of a “prayer offered while the holy and most tremendous 
Sacrifice lies in open view;”’ and’, “ we offer Christ slain for our 
sins.” He has before been cited* for his speaking of “ conse- 
crating the spiritual oblation,” and of “ beseeching God over 
the Sacrifice of propitiation.” St. Athanasius says over and 
again’, ‘ Melchisedec was the first example of offering the 
unbloody Sacrifice, viz. Bread and Wine, and that therefore 
it was said to our Saviour, Thou art a Priest according to the 
order of Melchisedec.” Eusebius™ speaks of “offering the ob- 
lation, and giving to every one his share: and” that “ Altars 
were every where erected for unbloody rational Sacrifices, 
according to the new mysteries of the New Testament.” 
Mental devotions require no Altar, nor are they the new 
mysteries. And again, as cited before in part®, ‘“ Melchisedec 
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being a Priest of the Gentiles, nowhere appears to have used. 
corporeal sacrifices, but blessed Abraham by bread and 
wine. Just in the same manner, first our Saviour, and then 
all Priests from Him, consummating the spiritual hierurgy 
[‘éepoupylav] according to the laws of the Church, do represent 
the mysteries of His Body and saving Blood, in Bread and 
Wine.” And elsewhere?, “We celebrate the memorial of 
this Sacrifice on the Table, by the symbols of His Body and 
Blood, — and are taught by David to say, ‘ Thou hast prepared 
a Table before me; Thou hast anointed my head with oil :’ 
expressly signifying the mystical chrism, and the venerable 
Sacrifices of Christ’s Table; in which, offering unbloody and 
reasonable Sacrifices, and pleasing to Him, we are taught to 
make an oblation to God,’ &. That which in the first 
place he calls ‘the memorial of a Sacrifice by symbols,’ in 
the next sentence he calls ‘the Sacrifices of Christ’s Table.’ 
Dr. Hancock? artfully left out the first words in citing this 


P f. p. 16. Ap. 

4 [Many of the Fathers called 
even Baptism itself a Sacrifice, pro- 
bably for this reason, because in Bap- 
tism we die with Christ, and by that 
Sacrament is applied to us the virtue of 
that Sacrifice upon the cross, as it is also 
in the other Sacrament. Eus. Dem. Ev. 
lib. i. c. 10. tells us, that in those words 
of the Psalmist, Ps. xxiii., ‘ Thou hast 
prepared a Table before me, Thou hast 
anointed my head with oil, my cup 
shall be full,’ are plainly signified the 
mystical unction, (by which, no doubt, 
he means Baptism,) and the venerable 
Sacrifice of Christ’s, whereby we are 
taught, through Christ our supreme 
High-Priest, to offer unto God over all, 
unbloody and rational Sacrifices con- 
tinually all our life long. 

“Melchior Canus tells us, that many 
of the Fathers called Baptism a Sacri- 
fice. St. Chrysostom refers to Baptism 
those words of the Epistle to the Heb., 
chap. x. 26, ‘ There remaineth no more 
sacrifice for sin.’ For though he 
means by Sacrifice that of Christ on the 
cross, yet being this is applied by Bap- 
tism, and that can be administered but 
once, he thinks it may be said on this 
account, ‘there remains no more sacri- 
fice for sin.’ And Theophylact follows 
him in this, as he does in most other 
things. And St. Augustine likewise 
somewhere says, that ‘many expound 
those fore-cited words of the author to 


the Hebrews, of that Sacrifice of the 
Passion of our Saviour, that every one 
offers for his sins, when he is baptized.’ 
And he after says, that-‘to him that 
has received the knowledge of the truth, 
there remains no more sacrifice for sin, 
that is to say, he cannot be baptized 
anew.’ ’’—Patres Vindicati, pp. 28-9. 

“Sed queris, quid cause plerisque 
antiquorum fuerit, ut baptismum hos- 
tiam appellaverint, ideoque dixerint non 
superesse hostiam pro peccato, quia 
baptismus repeti non potest. Sane 
quia in baptismo Christo commorimur, 
et per hoc sacramentum applicatur 
nobis ‘hostia crucis, ad plenam peccati 
remissionem, hinc illi baptisma trans- 
latitia hostiam nuneuparunt, ae post 
baptisma semel acceptum nullam hos- 
tiam esse reliquam interpretati sunt: 
quia baptisma secundum non est.’”’— 
Melchior Canus, Opera, p. 680. ed. 
Colon. Ag. 1605. . 

“ Odxért mepl Guapti@v amodclrerat 
Ovola, 8 S& Aéye: ToLovTdy eorw* eka- 
OdpOns, arndrArAdyns eyKAnudtar, yéyo- 
vas vids. by rolvuy éml tov mpérepoy 
guerov emioctpélns, mdAw drowhpuiis 
Mévet Kal wip, Kal boa ToLadTa. ov ydp 
éott Ovala devrépa.”—S. Chrysostom. 
In Ep. ad Hebreos, cap. x. Hom. xx. 
tom. xii. p. 186. Ed. Paris. 1735. 

“Od rhv peravolay avalpwy rAéye 
TavtTa, ds Twes brevdnoay, GAAG Seik- 
vuow, bri ob gots Sedrepoy Bdrricpa* 
51d ovdt Sedrepos Odvaros roo Xpiorov. 
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passage, and then would persuade his reader, that the rest is SECT. 
to be understood of the Sacrifice of Baptism, of which Sacri- 
fice the Doctor (or those moderns from whom he took it) is 
the author. And at another place’, “ We offer the shew- 
bread, and the Blood of sprinkling, the Blood of the Lamb, 
Which takes away the sins of the world, the expiation of our 
souls.” And if this be not enough, I will add another pas- 
sage, where he says‘, “ Christ Himself delivered to His dis- 
ciples the symbols of the divine ceconomy, commanding them 
to offer the image of His own Body; for since God no longer 
designed bloody sacrifices,—He has by tradition instructed 
us to use Bread as a symbol of His Body ; as another prophet 
has reminded us, saying, ‘Sacrifice and offering Thou wouldest 
not, but a Body hast Thou prepared me.’” St. Cyprian is 
a most illustrious witness of this truth. I shall only at pre- 
sent transcribe one small part of an epistle written by him, 
against those who put nothing but water into the Eucharis- 
tical chalicet, “ We are given to understand, that the Lord’s 
tradition be observed in offering the cup,—that the cup which 
is offered in commemoration of Him, be offered mixed with 
wine.” And then he cites those words, “ ‘Thou art a Priest 
for ever, after the order of Melchisedec, which order being 
derived and descending from that Sacrifice, is this, that Mel- 
chisedec was priest of the most high God, that he offered bread 
and-wine, that he blessed Abraham,—and that the blessing 
of Abraham might be duly celebrated, an image of the Sacri- 
fice of Christ, consisting of bread and wine, goes before it. 
And the Holy Ghost by Solomon describes beforehand the 
figure of our Lord’s Sacrifice, the immolated Sacrifice of 
Bread and Wine.” And, “That Priest acts in Christ’s stead, 
who imitates what Christ did, and offers to the Father a true 
and full Sacrifice in the Church of God, if he so begin to offer 
as he sees Christ to have offered.” Origen teaches the same 





@volay yap TovTroy Kade, ws Kal ev 
Tos katémw. Mid yap Ovola TeTeAclw- 
key eis Td dinvekés* 7d yap Bdrricua 
jay Tov Odvarov cixoviFer Tod Xpiorov.”’ 
—Theophylact. in eodem loco, p. 982. 
Ed. Lindsell. Londini. 1636. 

** Non adhuc pro peccatis relinqui- 
tur sacrificium: sed de sacrificio de 
quo tune loquebatur Apostolus, id est, 
holocausto Dominicz passionis, quod 


eo tempore offert quisque pro peccatis 


_ suis, quo ejusdem passionis fide dedi- 


eatur, et Christianorum fidelium no- 
mine baptizatus imbuitur.’”’—S, Au- 
gustin. Ep. ad Romanos Expositio, 
tom. iii. pars 2. p. 937. Ed. Paris. 
1680. ] 
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CHAP. doctrine in those remarkable words", “ Let Celsus, as being 
“_. ignorant of God, render his Eucharistic Sacrifices to demons ; 
but we, appeasing the Creator of the universe, do also eat the 
Bread that is offered with thanksgiving, and prayer made 
over the gifts, after they have been made a certain holy 
Body.” He does not say the Body of Christ, because his 
discourse was chiefly intended for the confutation of the hea- 
then; and immediately after, “Celsus is pleased to offer to 
demons, but we to Him that said, ‘ Let the earth bring forth,’ ” 
&c. as Gen. i. 11, &c. Tertullian bears witness to the same 
truth in these words*, “ Very many on the stationary,” that 
is, fasting “ days, think they ought not to be present at the 
prayers of the Sacrifices, lest their fasts be broken, by re- 
ceiving the Body of our Lord; does, therefore, the Eucharist 
slacken our devotion to God, or rather tie us faster to God? 
Will not your station be the more solemn, if you perform it 
at God’s Altar? However by taking the body of our Lord, 
and reserving It [to be eaten afterwards], both will be safe; 
the participation of the Sacrifice, and the performance of your 
duty, that is, fasting.” He distinguishes between the prayers, 
and the Sacrifice; and he tells you, what the Sacrifice was, 
viz. the Sacramental Body of Christ ; for ‘to receive the Body 
of Christ,’ and ‘partake of the Sacrifice,’ signify the same 
thing in this citation. Andy, “The devil imitates the Divine 
Sacraments; he baptizes some that believe in him—and if 1 
remember right, Mithra” a Persian idol “signs in the forehead 
his own soldiers, and celebrates the oblation of bread.” And 
it is to be considered, that it was such ‘an oblation of bread’ 
as was ‘in the Divine Sacraments.’ Irenzeus is very full to 
this purpose’, “Christ charging His disciples to offer first- 
fruits to God of His own creatures—took such bread as is a 
creature, and gave thanks, saying, ‘This is My Body;’ and He 
declared likewise the Cup to be His Blood; which [Cup], 
according to our doctrine, is a thing created [by God] ;” this 
was what Irenzeus’s adversaries denied, “ and taught the new 
oblation of the New Testament, which the Church, receiving 
from the Apostles, offers throughout the world.” 'To this Sa- 
chap. i 10, crifice he applies the words of Malachi, and adds, “ Manifestly 
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signifying by these words, that the former people, the Jews, sxrcr. 
shall cease to offer to God; but that in every place sacrifices —! 
shall be offered, and that pure.” He cannot mean mental 
sacrifices; for the Jews do not cease to offer prayers and 
praises; but material sacrifices, which the Jews cannot 
offer, since they have no temple. St. Justin Martyr is as 
clear in this point, as any Father whose words I have yet 
produced; as for instance, where he says*, “The oblation 
of the cake, which was ordered to be offered for those that 
were cleansed of the leprosy, was a type of the Bread of the 
Eucharist, which the Lord Jesus Christ has by tradition in- 
structed us to offer, for a memorial of His Passion.” And 
presently after”, “concerning the Sacrifices offered in every 
place to God by us Gentiles, that is, the Bread of the Eu- 
charist and Cup of the Eucharist, He then foretold, saying, 
we should glorify His name.” Here he refers to Mal. i. 10, 11. 
In the following citation’ he refers to Isa. xxxiii. 16. “ In this 
prophecy he clearly speaks of the Bread, which our Christ 
has by tradition instructed us to offer for a memorial of His 
Incarnation, for the sake of them that believe in Him.” In 
the first and third of these citations from Justin, I have turned 
move, ‘to offer,’ as the most learned Dr. Hickes has proved 
that it here signifies. It is an indignity to the Martyr to 
suppose, that our Saviour is by him represented: as com- 
manding us to ‘make bread.’ In the second citation, Justin 
uses the word mpoodépew, and not zroveitv; and the learned 
Voigtus, though he was no friend to the Sacrifice, is forced 
to acknowledge that Justin asserts an oblation of Bread and 
Wine in the Eucharist®. 

I proceed to allege the public testimonies, which synods Evidence of 
and councils have given to this doctrine. Now the synod Peery 
of Constantinople, held A.D. 754, was too late to be = = 
cited upon this occasion, if there were not a very singular 
honour due to this numerous congress of learned and pious 
Bishops, on account of that noble opposition they made against 
image worship. They declared against images of wood and 
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CHAP. stone, and that upon this principle; that Jesus Christ had 
given us one only image of His Body in the Eucharist, and 
therefore for this reason, among others, condemned the blind 
zeal of those who were then for bringing other images into the 
Church; but the adverse party, in less than forty years after, 
did so far prevail, that in the second synod of Nice, they 
got the decrees of this synod of Constantinople to be re- 
versed, established the worship of molten and graven images, 

and laid it down for a principle‘, that the Eucharist was not 
an image of Christ, but Christ Himself: and though the 
word ‘transubstantiation’? was not coined till some ages 
after; yet from this time forward the ancient doctrine of 
the Church, in relation to this article of religion, was gradu- 
ally altered and corrupted, and at last wholly subverted. 
Now the doctrine of the ancient Church, to which this synod 
gave their authoritative testimony, was this®, that “ Christ 
commanded the substance of materia! bread, selected [from 
the main mass of oblations] to be offered as His image, not 
representing the figure of a man, lest idolatry should be 
introduced.” It was not my design to swell my citations, 
by producing authorities of the fifth, sixth, or seventh ages, 
much less of those that are later; but I thought it not amiss 
for once, to go a great deal out of my road, on purpose to 
pay my respects to the synod of Constantinople, for which 
all sincere Protestants ought to have a very singular venera- 
tion. The next synod I cite, is the third, alias the sixth of 
Carthage, which in the twenty-fourth canon" charges, that 
“‘in the Sacraments of the Body and Blood of Christ, nothing 
be offered, but what the Lord hath delivered, that is, Bread 
and Wine mixed with water.” They not only mention the 
material oblation, as made in the Sacrament, properly so 
called ; but suppose the oblation enjoined by Christ. Further, 
Honoratus and Urbanus, in the forty-eighth canon of the 
same council (according to the common division) observe’, 
that “it had both now, and in time past, been resolved to 
prohibit Sacrifices after dinner ;” and if any one doubt what 
these Sacrifices were, that were to be offered fasting, he will 


f The learned reader may see how 8 p. 52. Ap. 1. 14. 
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be informed by the twenty-ninth canon, which provides, that SECT. 
“the Sacraments of the Altar be celebrated by such as are 
fasting only ;” and lest you should imagine, that the Sacrifice 
mentioned in the forty-eighth canon, was that of prayer only, 
it is added, that “if commendation of a deceased Bishop be 
to be performed, it shall be done by prayers only, if it happen 
that they who are to perform it have broken their fast.” So 
that prayers might be offered after dinner, but the Sacrifice 
might not. The synod of Gangra*, in the fourth canon, 
censures them who “refuse to partake of the oblation, when 
it is made by a married Priest ;” and therefore by the ‘ obla- 
tion’ can mean nothing but the Sacramental Body and 
Blood. We have before seen, that one usual name given to 
the Eucharistic Bread and Wine, by single Fathers, is that 
of ‘ oblation,’ or ‘ Sacrifice ; that they were as commonly dis- 
tinguished by this title, as by the other of mysteries or Sacra- 
ments, is what no true antiquarian will dispute; and it is 
very evident that this was the language of the Church itself, 
if we may judge by the Nicene canons, which were compiled 
by the most full representative of the whole Church, that 
ever was held before; for by the eleventh of these canons! it 
is provided, that “they who have transgressed,” that is, done 
sacrifice to idols, “‘ without compulsion, shall continue three 
years among the hearers, be sudbstrators seven years, and 
for thres years communicate with the people in prayer, with- 
out the oblation.” - Prayer was so far from being thought, 
or called ‘the oblation,’ that a man might partake of the 
prayers, even those wherein the Sacrifice was offered, and yet 
be denied the privilege of receiving the material oblation, 
that is, the Sacramental Bread and Wine. That the peni- 
tents here spoken of, were allowed to be present during the 
whole time that the Eucharist was celebrated, and so might 
join in with the prayers and praises of the communicants, 
appears from this, that they were called cumotdpevo, or 
penitents that stood together with the faithful, after the 
catechumens and other penitents were dismissed ; and are 
therefore said in this canon “ to communicate with the people 
in prayer ;” and lest any one should please himself with a 
fancy, that the Eucharist is called the oblation, because it was 
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CHAP. ‘given’ or ‘ offered’ to the people; let it be observed, that by 
il. __ the eighteenth canon™ of this council, the Deacons are pro- 
hibited to give the Eucharist, or distribute the consecrated 
symbols to the Priest, “because,” as these holy Fathers express 
it, ‘‘ neither canon nor custom permits, that the Deacons who 
have not power to offer, should give the Body of Christ to 
[the Priests], who do” or can “ offer.” It is certain the Dea- 
cons could offer, that is, distribute the Communion to the 
people; but they could not offer in the sense here intended, 
that is, they could not perform the solemn oblation of the 
Eucharist, as a Sacrifice to Almighty God; and that there- 
fore the Eucharistical symbols are called ‘the oblation,’ 
from their having been thus offered to God, before they 
were distributed. This will appear yet more evident from 
the canons of the synod of Ancyra. The fifth canon of 
this synod" requires, that they who had eaten things 
offered to idols, but with tears in their eyes, thereby signi- 
fying their inward aversion, should after having been peni- 
tents for three years, be received to communion, “but with- 
out the oblation.” But if they did not eat, but only went to 
the idol temple, that then they should be penitents for two 
years only, and the third year “should communicate with- 
out the oblation.” By the sixth canon of the same synod®, 
they who were prevailed upon to eat things offered to idols 
by threats only, were after somewhat more than three years’ 
penitence, to “communicate without the oblation for two 
years.” By canon the seventh, others are, after two years’ 
penitence, to be received to Communion ; but “ whether with 
or without the oblation,” is left to the Bishop’s discretion. 
By the eighth canon, they who had through compulsion twice 
or thrice sacrificed to idols, were, after four years’ penitence, 
to be admitted to communicate without the oblation for two 
years. By the ninth canon, they who had forced their Chris- 
tian brethren to do sacrifice to idols, are admitted, after nine 
years’ penitence, “to communicate for one year without the 
oblation.” And by the twenty-fourth canon, diviners or con- 
jurers, after three years’ penitence, are admitted to “ prayer 
without the oblation for two years.” Now the question is 
what that ‘oblation’ was, which was denied to these penitents. 
mp. 50. Ap. » p. 49. Ap. ° p. 49. Ap. 
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Our adversaries, if they will be true to their cause, must say, 
either that it was prayer and praise, or at the most, alms for 
the poor, or first-fruits for the Bishop and Clergy. Now 
that it was not prayer, is evident to a demonstration ; for the 
twenty-fourth canon admits them to prayer, but not to the 
oblation ; by which not only a difference is made between the 
prayer and oblation ; but the latter is clearly made the greater 
privilege of the two: for they that were thought worthy to 
join in prayer, are yet forbid to partake of the oblation; and 
therefore what can any rational man understand by the ob- 
lation, but the Bread and Wine offered and consecrated into 
the Body and Blood of Christ? So Balsamon, Zonaras, and 
Aristenus? explain this word; nor do I see that it is capable 
of any other meaning. If you suppose, that “to communicate 
without the oblation,” is to eat and drink of the Sacrament, 
but not to be permitted to bring bread and wine, or any 
other material offerings to the Altar; this is to suppose, that 
it was less honourable to join in prayer, and in receiving the 
Eucharistical symbols, than to provide the outward elements ; 
and that a man must first be fit to offer prayers to God, 
before he is worthy to make his oblation to the Priest ; for 
this is the necessary consequence of this opinion; and yet 
this opinion is the only evasion that our adversaries can have, 
from the argument drawn from these canons. But further, 
the sixteenth canon of this synod does more directly prove 
that this could not -be the meaning of these Fathers. The 
criminals there mentioned are condemned to fifteen years’ 
penitence, and then, says the canon, “ having completed five 
years in communion of prayer, let them touch, taste, ap- 
proach, or come to the oblation;” for the word édamrecbas 
cannot with any justice be so turned, as to comport with 
bringing an oblation to, the Church or Altar. The same 
canon enjoins twenty-five years’ penitence to those who were 
grosser criminals, and then adds, “having completed five 
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CHAP. years in communion of prayer, let them obtain the oblation.” 
— Now ‘obtaining the oblation’ cannot in any propriety of 
speech denote any thing but being admitted to receive the 
offered and consecrated Bread and Wine. And let it not be 
said, that ‘to offer’ signifies to consecrate; for it is certain 
it does not primarily and directly, but only as oblation was 
necessary in order to consecration, and as the solemn words 
of oblation always made a part of the prayer of consecration ; 
but the offering and consecrating were ever distinguished in 
all the Liturgies that I have laid my eyes on, and they were 
ever denoted by several words; the one by mpoogépew, mpoo- 
Kopivew, tepatevew, &c., the other by dyidfew, amaprivew, 
peraSdarrcw, &c. And further, in the fifth, sixth, eighth, 
and ninth, after specifying the term of years, during which 
the several penitents were to continue In communion of 
prayer without the oblation, it is immediately added, “let 
them come to,” or “ partake of perfection,” or “ be perfectly 
received,” as it is in the eighth canon. Now I will leave it to 
any impartial judge, whether bringing an offering, or receiy- 
ing the Sacrament, (as we usually speak,) be most probably 
meant by ‘coming to perfection ;’ and it deserves our parti- 
cular reflection, that the fifth canon expresses it by AaPetv 
TédXecov; so that it is as evident, that réXevov and mpoogopa 
do signify the Sacramental Body and Blood, as AaBeiv sig- 
nifies ‘to take ;? and consequently, that what was taken in 
the Communion had first been offered. But I suppose that 
the most ancient canons which are come down to us, are those 
commonly called Apostolical. Now the second, alas third, 
of these canons?‘ provides, that “no Bishop or Priest de offer 
any thing in Sacrifice on the Altar, beside what our Lord 
hath commanded ;” and if any one doubt what those things 
are, which the Lord commanded to be offered, Justin Martyr, 
Trenzeus, the other Fathers above cited, and the synod of 
Carthage above mentioned, will inform him that they are 
Bread and Wine. This canon therefore supposes that truth 
for which we contend; namely, that Christ commanded 
Bread and Wine to be offered. The sixth, otherwise the 
ninth of these canons, suspends those Bishops, Priests, Dea- 
cons, and others of the clerical list, “who do not partake of — 
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the oblation, when it is made.” Now I apprehend, the sEcrT. 





greatest enemies of Priests and Altars will not suppose, that —— 
there could be any occasion to censure clergymen for refus- 
ing to take their share in the offerings which the people 
brought for their substance; and that therefore by the obla- 
tion here could be meant nothing but the Sacramental Body 
and Blood: but if any man still make a question, what is 
meant by ‘partaking of the oblation,’ I suppose the next 
canon will inform him; which suspends those laymen who 
enter into the Church, and hear the “ Scriptures, but do not 
stay for prayers and the Communion ;” to “partake of the ob- 
lation” and “Communion” was the same thing in the primitive 
Church. The thirty-eighth, alias forty-sixth of these canons 
provides, that no Bishop, Priest, or Deacon, that “has received 
Baptism or the Sacrifice from heretics,” shall be continued 
in his office, but be deposed; and that by Sacrifice they 
meant the symbols of the Eucharist, is too plain to admit of 
any doubt; and on what account can they be supposed to 
be distinguished by this title, but because they had been 
solemnly offered to God in the preceding prayers ? 

As to the Liturgies, I shall allege no citations from the Evidences 
Latin; not because they do not speak home to the purpose ; %,7 @e@ 
for there is not one of them, according to the best of my rs _ 
observation, which does not abundantly express in very plain Liturgies. 
words the material oblation, for which I now contend; but 
because they are none of them of greater antiquity than the 
eighth or at most the seventh century, excepting that of 
Gregory the Great, which therefore, as to what concerns the 
oblation, the reader has in the Appendix; and in which the 
Priest prays’ that ‘the oblation may be accepted by God, 
that so it may become to us the Body and Blood of Christ 
Jesus.” Now I suppose I need not inform my reader, what 
that was which they desired might become the Body and 
Blood of Christ. And again, after the words of Institution’, 

“We offer unto Thee, O Lord, out of what Thou hast given 
us, a pure and immaculate Sacrifice, the holy Bread of eternal 
life, and the Cup of everlasting salvation.” The Liturgy of 
St. Peter, being in reality no other than a Latin Liturgy 
translated into Greek, uses almost the very same expressions‘, 
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CHAP. which therefore I shall not repeat. St. Chrysostom’s Liturgy” 
: does as plainly express the materiality of the Sacrifice; for 
in that, the Priest, having presented the Bread and Wine 
on the Altar, and rehearsed the words of institution, says", 
“We offer to Thee Thine own of Thine own;” and again, 
“We offer to Thee this reasonable and unbloody service; 
and we beseech Thee, send down Thine Holy Spirit on us, 
and on the gifts laid in open view.” Now I suppose, what 
the Priest calls God’s ‘own of His own,’ and ‘the gifts laid — 
in open view,’ are the very same with the ‘ unbloody service ;’ 
and upon these gifts, this unbloody service, the Priest prays 
that the Spirit may descend, “and make them the Body and 
Blood.” Nothing can be more clear, than that of St. Basil’s 
Liturgy, which, besides what is common to that and others, 
hath there these words*, “Most holy Lord, we approach 
Thine Altar, laying before Thee the antitypes of the Body 
and Blood of Thy Son Jesus Christ; and we beseech Thee 
that Thy Holy Spirit may come on these gifts laid in open 
view.” The more direct oblation goes just beforeY, and is 
thus expressed, “ offering to Thee Thine own of Thine own, 
we sing hymns to Thee.” 

The words to this purpose in the Liturgy of St. Mark are’, 
“ Fill this Sacrifice with a blessing from Thee, by the coming 
of Thy most Holy Spirit ;” and after the words of institution®, 
“Of Thine own gifts have we laid Thine own before Thee; 
and we beseech Thee, send Thy Holy Spirit, and make this 
Bread the Body, and this Cup the Blood of the new covenant 
of the Lord.” The Bread and Wine are indisputably the 
materials which the Priest prays to be made the Body and 
Blood; the Bread and Wine were what was laid before God ; 
the Bread and Wine were the Sacrifices, on which a blessing 
from Heaven was expected. Jn St. James's Liturgy, the 
Priest, after pronouncing the words of institution, says thus?, 
“We offer unto Thee, O Lord, this unbloody and tremendous _ 
Sacrifice — send Thy Holy Spirit upon us, andupon Thy Holy _ 
gifts lying here in open view*,—and make the Bread the — 
holy Body,” &c. As sure as the Bread and Wine are meant, — 
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when the Priest prays, that the Bread may become the Body, sSEcT. 
the Wine the Blood; so sure is it, that the Bread and Wine fore eS 
were the ‘gifts,’ or the unbloody and tremendous Sacrifice. 
As the Clementine Liturgy is allowed to be the most ancient 
and valuable; so if the present assertors of the Sacrifice 
were themselves to compose a Liturgy, they could not ex- 
press their sentiments in clearer or stronger words, than those 
which they here find ready drawn to their hand; I mean 
those words presently following the recital of the institution*. 
“We offer unto Thee, our King and our God, according to 
Christ’s commandment, this Bread, and this Cup.” Now 
when the most ancient authority is most clear and full, all 
the rest ought in reason to be explained by it; and this is 
the present case. For what St. James’s expresses by “the 
tremendous and unbloody Sacrifice,” the others by ta 2a éx 
tav Sav, de Tuis donis ac datis, or the like, St. Clement’s 
Liturgy explains in right down words, and calls it ‘the Bread 
and Cup: and though the other Liturgies do give sufficient 
light to themselves, and to each other, in this matter; yet I 
think it may be justly said, that this of St. Clement gives 
an additional light to all the rest; and by being the most 
ancient, reflects the greater lustre upon the material obla- 
tion. The plea of our adversaries might have looked less 
unreasonable, if in the most ancient Liturgy now extant, 
there had not been an oblation of the Eucharistic Bread and 
Wine, in such direct words, as will admit of no evasion. 
And when it is considered, that Tertullian, Irenzus, and 
Justin Martyr, do so expressly concur with this Liturgy, in 
asserting that Bread and Wine were offered in the Eucharist 
in that age; and the two elder, I mean Irenzus and Justin, 
do further say that this was done by Christ’s instruction ; I 
think it as clear a demonstration as a thing of this nature 
is capable of, that if this Liturgy was not used in the second 
century, yet that they had one, which in this respect at least 
agreed with that of Clement. If they had one single Liturgy 
to oppose to those six, from whence I have produced citations, 
they might indeed be said to have something to keep them 
in countenance : some parts of the latter Liturgies, cited by 

- me, are no doubt interpolated, but if any part of them be 
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ancient, of which no good antiquarian will doubt, then the 
words I have cited from them are so; not only because they 
all agree with that of St. Clement, in having solemn words of 
oblation, and those placed ‘after the words of institution, and 
before the prayer for the Divine benediction, or the descent 
of the Spirit, but because the most genuine undoubted writers 
of the second century downward do so evidently inform us 
that there was in those ages an oblation of Bread and Wine 
made in the Eucharist. 

It may perhaps here be said by some that there is another 
consecration prayer extant in the Constitutions, in which there 
are no oblatory words. Mr. Whiston, if my memory do not 
deceive me, somewhere in his late books concerning the Con- 
stitutions, supposes that the form called Evyapiotia Mvotixy®, 
was a sort of communion service for the use of the Gentile 
converts; but this I look upon to be a very wide conjecture. 
As there is in that form no oblation, so neither is there any 
consecration, nor the words of institution. The Latin title 
indeed is Gratiarum actio Sacramentalis, which probably may 
have given occasion to this conjecture, of its being a conse- 
cration prayer; but I apprehend that the Greek title implies 
no more than a thanksgiving to be said secretly or with a low 
voice, at the Communion ; and he that looks into the Liturgies 
of St. Basil and St. Chrysostom will find many of these mys- 
tic prayers, and cannot but see that Muortixds, ‘softly’ or 
‘secretly,’ is opposed to éxpaves, ‘ with a loud voice,’ through- 
out those Liturgies: and I apprehend that this prayer was 
intended to be used before the very long prayer of oblation 
and consecration’: for before the beginning of that prayer 
the Bishop is directed to pray xa0” éavtov dua Tots mpecBu- 
tépos, ‘by himself together with the Priests ;? and the words 
suit very well with this occasion; they are these, according 
to Mr. Whiston’s translation : “ We thank Thee, our Father, 
for that life which Thou hast made known to us by Jesus 
Thy Son, by Whom Thou madest all things, and takest care 
of the whole world; Whom Thou hast sent to become man 
for our salvation; Whom Thou hast permitted to suffer, and 
to die; Whom Thou hast raised up, and been pleased to 
glorify; and hast set Him down at Thy right hand; by 

© Lib. vii. cap. 25. f Lib. vii. cap. 12. 
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Whom Thou hast promised us the resurrection of the dead ; 


SECT. 
I. 


do Thou, O Lord Almighty, everlasting God, so gather toge- —_~—_ 


ther Thy Church from the ends of the earth into Thy king- 
dom, as this [corn] was once scattered, and is now become 
one loaf. We also, our Father, thank Thee for the precious 
Blood of Jesus Christ, which was shed for us, and for His 
precious Body, whereof we celebrate this representation,” (I 
should rather have translated it ‘the antitypes whereof we 
are now going to celebrate;? Greek, ob xal avtituTra TadTa 
émtTedovpev,) “as Himself appointed us, to shew forth His 
death®.” This is so far from a prayer of consecration, that it 
does not so much as come up to the character of a grace 
before meat ; for there is no blessing craved, either on the 
Bread and Wine, or on the communicants, but was proper 
enough to be used by the Bishops and Priests before the 
holy action. And I apprehend further, that the prayer in 
the 26th chapter was to be used by the same persons, é7? 77 
Geia peraripyes, ‘at’ or ‘upon’ the communion or distribution, 
that is, when the consecration was ended, while the deacon 
was bidding prayer to the people®, just before the adminis- 
tration of the symbols ; for it seems contrary to the mind of 
the constitution that it should be said after the receiving ; 
because at the end of that chapter it is said, “ If any be holy 
let him approach; if any one be not, let him become so by 
repentance ;” which supposes the distribution not yet begun: 
and whereas the chapter begins with these words, Mera thy 
peTadmw odtas evyapioTicate, it must be said, that this 
prayer was to be used after the clergy had received, and while 
the people were drawing toward the Altar. 

But there are in this Liturgy, and in the Constitutions, of 
which it is now a part, further evidences of a materia! obla- 
tion ; for it calls' “the unbloody Sacrifice the mystery of the 
New Testament ;” and the mystery of the New Testament is 
certainly the Body and Blood of Christ, represented in Bread 
and Wine. It orders the Sacrifice to be put “into the hands 
of the Bishop,” that is now in being ordained: and orders 
the Bishop* “to give the oblation,” that is, the Bread, “to 
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the people ;” and in a word, all that was produced from the 


Constitutions under the former head, when I was proving 
that the unbloody, rational, and spiritual Sacrifice was Bread 
and Wine, is as apposite to my present purpose, as it was to 
the former. | 

Now I am competently well assured, that it will be very 
difficult for our adversaries to prove that any one of the 
authorities here produced can otherwise be understood than 
of the Eucharist strictly so called; and that they do every 
one of them express, or necessarily suppose, the Sacrifice to 
be material. I have not always used any words of my own 
to point out to my reader the force of the proof, because I 
have that good opinion of the authorities alleged, that if they 
be not obscured by the printer or myself, they will make 
their way into my reader’s understanding. 

And now one would think that the materiality of the 
Sacrifice were pretty well cleared, so far as the practice and 
judgment of the primitive Church is capable of giving light 
to any dispute in divinity; but my reader is to remember 
that we have adversaries ‘whose skill chiefly consists in 
securing their retreat; and though they always make their 
first onset by affirming and endeavouring to prove, in their 
way, that the primitive Sacrifice was only an oblation of 
prayer and praise; yet when they find they cannot maintain 
this ground, their next refuge is this, that though the Eucha- 
ristical symbols be often called a Sacrifice and oblation, yet 
this was only on account of their being a Sacrament; for 
that representatives are often called by the name of their 
principals; and that therefore the Eucharist, being the repre- 
sentative of the Sacrifice of Christ’s Body and Blood, does 
often go under the name of the Sacrifice itself. Now I 
suppose it is an effectual answer to this pretence to say, and 
prove, that the Eucharistical Bread and Wine were actually 
presented to Almighty God by a solemn act of oblation. For 
from hence it will follow, that the Bread and Wine, or, which 
is the same thing, the Sacramental Body and Blood, were by 
the ancients esteemed, not only the representation of a 
Sacrifice, but a real Sacrifice; and that the sacred symbols 
were thus offered to God, the Liturgies are a demonstration ; 


in every one of which a solemn tender of the symbols is made 
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to God, after the words of institution have first been pro- SECT. 
nounced over them, as has been already shewed, and as the LE 
reader may satisfy himself, by perusing the transcripts from 
these Liturgies in the Appendix... It may be pretended that 
some of these Liturgies are not of such antiquity as is neces- 
sary to make them evidences in this case; but since the 
most ancient is most plain and express in this particular, if 
one of them can be said to be more express than the rest, 
they might from thence learn that the doctrine of the Sacri- 
fice is none of those later additional notions, which the lower 
you go in consulting the monuments of the Church, the 
clearer proof you have of them; for if this were the case, 
the later the Liturgy, the more full would the evidence be. 
And since the case is quite otherwise, and the oldest Liturgy 
now extant is a most uncontestable demonstration, that in 
the ages and Churches where that was used, the symbols 
were in a most devout and decorous manner presented to 
Almighty God; I think this of itself so very strong an argu- 
ment of the doctrine for which I now plead, that I dare lay 
this single authority in the scale against all the artificial 
reasonings of our adversaries, which are really nothing else 
but shifts and palliations, in contradiction to plain and in- 
controllable matter of fact. But this evidence will appear 
more weighty still, if it be considered that we have not only 
a form of words, and a description of the matter, how this 
Sacrifice was offered, but we have the main body of the most 
ancient valuable writers, giving their suffrage for us; for I 
shall shew my reader, that the Fathers did not only assert 
that the Sacrament was a Sacrifice, but that it was actually 
offered to God. 

Now Theodoret declares! that the Church “ offers to God Evidence 
the symbols,” and™ that the Lamb of God is “ sacrificed,” and® cts 
that the mystical symbols “are offered” to God by the Priests, *ctualopla- 
Cyril of Alexandria says°, that holy offices are celebrated Bread and 
with “sanctified hands, and incense is offered, and a pure rh, 
Sacrifice ;’ and says of heretics, that? they “sacrifice the 
Lamb without doors.” St. Chrysostom’ speaks of prayer 
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CHAP. being “offered with Sacrifice,” and" that Christ commanded 
Himself to be “offered.” St. Austin’, that “ instead of all 
those (Levitical) sacrifices, Christ’s Body is offered, and com- 
municated to the receivers ;” that* what Melchisedec brought 
forth, “is every where offered ;” that" “in the Eucharistical 
symbols, the Church offers herself :’”’ and that* in our memo- 
rial there is “ an oblation,” as well as participation “ of Christ’s 
Body.” GaudentiusY mentions “the wine offered for a — 
figure of His passion ;” and says’, that “Christ commanded 
the Sacrament to be offered.” St. Jerome brings m Christ 
saying*, “ye [Priests] offer My loaves ;”’ and says, that” the 
Christian priesthood consists in “offermg Bread and Wine, | 
that is, Christ’s Body and Blood;” and*‘ that the Bishop of | 
Rome “ offered a Sacrifice” over the bones of Peter and Paul ; 
and approves Jovinian’s saying4, viz. “ Christ offered wine 
for a type of His Blood.” St. Ambrose says*, “If you offer : 
on the Altars the Body to be transfigured;” and again‘, 
“ Christ offers by us, whose word sanctifies the Sacrifice 
which is offered.” And at another place* he speaks of his 
own “presenting a Sacrifice ;” and says, that “Christ is 
offered.” Macarius mentions" “Bread and Wine offered in the 
Church as antitypes of Christ’s Body and Blood.” Ephrem 
Syrus, speaking of the Eucharist, says', “when the tremen- 
dous mysteries are offered.” St. Basil declares‘ his abhor- 
rence of “offering the Body of Christ, while under defile- 
ment.” St. Gregory Nazianzen speaks! “ of his own offering 
the external Sacrifice, the antitypes of the great mysteries.” 
Hilary the Deacon supposes™, “the Priest offers the Sacrifice, 
as acting instead of our Lord.” Cyril of Jerusalem” says, 
“we offer Christ slain for our sins.” St. Athanasius®, that 
“ Melchisedec was the first type of offering the unbloody 
Sacrifice.’ Eusebius mentions? “making the oblation, and 
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giving to every one his part ;” and further says‘, “We offer 


SECT. 


the shew-bread, and the Blood of sprinkling.” St. Cypriant —_\__ 


declares that “the cup offered should be offered mixed with 
wine.” He speaks* of “offermg wine in the Sacrifice of 
God and Christ.” He says‘, “neither wine nor water can 
be offered alone.” He shews, how the Priest in the Eucha- 
rist" “may offer a full and true Sacrifice; and* mentions 
over and again the “ offering the cup of our Lord.” And he 
tells us¥ how Novatus was censured for “attempting to offer 
sacrilegious sacrifices in opposition to the true priest.” Ori- 
gen says’, “we eat loaves that are offered ;” and? speaks of 
the care Christians took in receiving the Eucharist, “lest any 
crumb of the consecrated oblation should fall to the ground.” 
Tertullian” refiects on the priests of Mithra, for imitating the 
divine Sacraments in the “offering” of bread. Irenzeus, 
speaking® of the new oblation of the New Testament, adds, 
“which the Church offers to God throughout the world ;” 
and further says‘, “we offer to Him... as sanctifying the 
creatures.” St. Justin Martyr affirms®, that Christ hath by 
tradition instructed us to “ offer” bread, &c., and speaks of 
bread and wine as “ offered” by Gentiles converted to Chris- 
tianity, according to the prediction of Malachi. 

The Constitutions are as forward evidence as the Fathers : 
for in telling us what is the business of the Lord’s day, they 
reckon’ “the offering” of the Sacrifice, and distribution of 
the holy gift ; and® the Bishops and Priests are ordered “to 
offer” the Sacrifice which the Lord commanded, saying, “Do 
this,’ &c. There is a complaint", that Eucharists “have 
been offered” by such as ought not to have done it. And 
there is a charge given‘ to “ offer” the antitype of the royal 
Body, as an acceptable Eucharist. 

As to synods, that of Constantinople before cited, speaks* 
of them who “offered” the image of Christ; and a little after! 
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it is said, Christ commanded His image to be “offered.” And 
further it makes mention™ of the Body that is consecrated by 
the Priest “who makes the oblation.” The third, alias sixth 
council of Carthage" orders, in the twenty-fourth canon, 
that nothing “be offered” in the Sacraments of Christ’s Body 
and Blood, but Bread and Wine. The council of Laodicea®, 
canon nineteen, directs how and when the holy Sacrifice 


shall be celebrated, or consummated. The synod of Nice?, — 


in the eighteenth canon, affirms that deacons have not power 
to “ offer,” that is, to offer the Sacramental Body of Christ, 
which they are for that reason forbid to administer to the 
Priests, who “could offer it.” And the second and third apo- 
stolical canons‘ forbid the Priest to “offer” any thing but 
Bread and Wine, as the synod of Carthage before mentioned 
also did. 

And now I must have leave to say, that I have good reason 
to question whether any particular doctrine of Christianity 
have a better foundation in the records of primitive Chris- 
tianity than the material Sacrifice. of the Eucharist, and the 
solemn actual oblation of it in the Christian Church. And 
these authorities are the more considerable and weighty, be- 
cause there are not any abating or qualifying words. They 
all call the Eucharist a Sacrifice ; and intimate, if they do not 
expressly assert, it to be a material Sacrifice of Bread and 
Wine, or of the Body and Blood of Christ, or of the Sacrament; 
by which it wil. hereafter appear that their meaning was the 
same ; and they declare that this Sacrifice was truly offered, 
according to the rites of our most holy religion. But what 
have our adversaries to say in answer to all these authorities 
from the Fathers and canons of the first four centuries? 
Why truly, the sum and substance of what they have to offer 
is this, that St. Chrysostom, at the latter end of these four 
centuries, or the beginning of the fifth, in his comments on 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, has these words"; “ Do this, says 
Christ, in remembrance of Me, or, Offer this as My memorial. 
We do not offer another sacrifice, as the [Jewish] high- 
priest did, but always the same, or rather we perform a 
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memorial.” Now suppose St. Chrysostom did by these sr C T. 
words intend to detract from the proper sacrificial nature of 

the Eucharist, yet we are to consider that four hundred years’ Ohjedion 
possession will be a better argument for the right the Eucha- nein 
rist has to this name, than the saying of one single Father stle to the 


can be against it. And indeed the authority of one Father considared. 
of the fourth century is of very little weight, when what he 
says is against the general stream of antiquity ; but in reality, 
what this Father says is what, I suppose, all the present 
assertors of the Sacrifice do willingly subscribe to, nay, it is 
this very opinion of St. Chrysostom which we contend for. 
We do not think we offer another Sacrifice, but only continue 
and perpetuate that which Christ offered; yet neither are we 
so stupid as to believe that the Sacrifice we offer is substan- 
tially the same with that offered by Him. We pretend not 
that His own natural Body is, or can be, sacrificed again, but 
only His Sacramental; and therefore we allow that it is 
commemorative: but we cannot see the consequence which 
our adversaries would draw from thence, viz. that it is not a 
real and proper Sacrifice. Prefigurative and commemorative 
Sacrifices do both agree in this, namely, that they are repre- 
sentations. Now we believe, with all sound divines, that all 
the sacrifices of the ancients, before and under the law, were 
prefigurative of that Sacrifice which Jesus Christ offered in 
His own person, and that they were therefore representative, 
as well as that of the Eucharist; nor can we discern why 
commemoration should extinguish the nature of a Sacrifice 
any more than prefiguration. I add, further, that St. Chry- 
sostom here calls the Eucharist, as our Saviour also does, 
’ Avapvnors, “the memorial;” now we know the critical mean- 
ing of this word, when applied to sacrificing, as it is here by 
St. Chrysostom, is that portion of the oblation which, being 
in a particular manner offered to God, did bring the whole 
oblation in remembrance before Him‘; and that, therefore, 
this Father’s meaning might probably be, that by offering 
the Eucharist we do the same thing in effect that Jewish 
priests did in offering their memorials; we apply the grand 
Sacrifice, and render it operative and effectual to the purposes 
* for which it was intended ; and if these words, when spoken 
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by St. Chrysostom, do not at all impair the sacrificial nature 
of the Eucharist; much less can those of Eulogius, who wrote 
at the latter end of the sixth century, or of Theophylact in 
the eleventh century, (whose comments are little more than 
transcripts from St. Chrysostom’s,) do any prejudice to our 
cause. 

However, from this passage it is evident that St. Chrysos- 
tom thought the frequent repetition of the Eucharist in the — 
Christian Church, was at first sight a seeming objection 
against the one only oblation of Christ; but it is further to 
be considered, that the ancients believed that Jesus Christ 
offered Himself in the Eucharist, and it may at first sight 
seem strange, that neither St. Chrysostom, nor any other of 
the ancients, according to the best of my information, did 
ever make it an objection against Christ’s offermg Himself 
in the Eucharist, that according to this hypothesis, Christ 
was twice offered by Himself, first in the institution of the 
Sacrament, and then upon the cross. All that believe the 
Eucharist to be a Sacrifice must, of consequence, believe that 
Christ did in the imstitution in some sense offer His Body and 
Blood ; and if He did this again upon the cross, then it seems 
that He offered Himself twice, which looks like a mighty 
objection in the eyes of some modern writers; but it is such 
an objection as the ancients seem to have been wholly in- 
sensible of. I shall now make it my business to prove that 
the Fathers were fully aware that the Eucharist must have 
been offered by Christ, or else that it ought not to be offered 
by us; and by the account which they give of Christ’s 
offering Himself in the institution of the Eucharist, it will 
plainly appear that this seeming objection was to them none 
at all, because they believed that in the Eucharist He 
executed His Melchisedecian priesthood, that there He 
began the one only oblation of His Body and Blood, which 
He finished on the cross. For it is to be observed’, that the 
Fathers from St. Cyprian downward, are scarce more unani- 
mous in expounding any one text of Scripture, than that of 
“ Melchisedec’s bringing forth bread and wine,” by which 
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they understood that he offered up those creatures to God SECT. 
before he gave them to Abraham; and that by offering them siping 
up, or giving them to God the Father, he prefigured the 
evangelical oblation, and conferred the blessing on Abraham, 
which afterwards he explained in words. From this meaning That Mel- 
of the text they naturally concluded that one great part of a 
our Saviour’s Melchisedecian priesthood consisted in offer- P24 ang 
ing Bread and Wine; and that in offering them He did mys- 
teriously, spiritually, and intentionally beforehand offer His 
own Body and Blood, and gave commandment to His Apo- 
stles and their successors for ever after to do the same. 
I suppose there is no occasion for me particularly to prove 
that the Fathers believed that Melchisedec offered bread 
and wine, and that in so doing he was a type of Christ, by 
producing the several passages wherein they express these 
sentiments. Many citations from them have already been 
brought under the foregoing heads, which plainly speak their 
thoughts in this matter, and many more will hereafter occur, 
and a greater number might have been added, if it had been 
my design industriously to prove it; but my reader will 
think it more necessary and seasonable to say something in 
this place whereby to shew the grounds which the Fathers 
had for this opinion, than to labour in the proof of that, 
which is, I suppose, confessed by all that have in any mea- 
sure looked into their writings. Now to shew that the an- 
cients did not without reason suppose that Melchisedec 
offered bread and wine, let it be considered, 
1, That Melchisedec was a priest, and superior to the 
patriarch Abraham, who was a priest also; and I suppose it 
needs no proof that he was a sacrificer, for this is imported 
in his bemg a priest; and we are expressly told by the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, when he is speaking of 
this matter, that “every high-priest is ordained of God to ,chap.viii. 3. 
offer gifts and sacrifices.” And it could not have been said 
that our Saviour was a Priest according to the order of Mel- 
chisedec, if the one had been a sacrificing priest, but not 
the other. As sure, therefore, as our Saviour offered Sacri- 
fice, so sure is it that Melchisedec did so too. 
2. It is very unreasonable to suppose that when Melchise- 
dec had the very greatest occasion to execute all the most 


CHAP. 
Il. 


Gen. xv. 


Gen. xxii. 


Lev. ix. 22. 


124. OF THE PRIESTHOOD 


principal parts of his priestly office, I mean upon his meeting 
and solemnly blessing Abraham, he should omit sacrifice, 
which was always thought, as the most essential, so the most 
honorary and eximious of the sacerdotal powers. And I sup- 
pose it will appear to any one that examines the matter tho- 
roughly, that the most solemn benedictions, such as this of 
Melchisedec to Abraham, were not passed without previous 


sacrifices. After this, Abraham received from heaven two 


most gracious intimations of God’s favour to him, or Divine 
benedictions; the one, after offering the heifer, the he-goat, and 
the ram; and the other, after his offering the ram in the stead 
of Isaac. And we read that Aaron, upon making his first 
sacrifices in behalf of himself and the children of Israel, 
“when he came down from offering, blessed the people.” 
He seems to have done this by the particular direction of 
Moses, who was now with him to instruct him in the whole 
series of his sacrificial office; and what he did now was un- 
doubtedly to be a pattern to him for the future; and what is 
more agreeable in the nature of things, than that the most 
solemn services and homages to God, such as sacrifice was 
always esteemed, should be an introduction to those assur- 
ances which God is pleased to give to men of His especial 
favour toward them? And it is probable that the ancients 
had much greater evidence of this truth, namely, that sacri- 
fice was a constant and necessary preparation for the receiving 
the Divine blessing, than we in these ages, so remote from the 
institution and the practice of the old method of offering sacri- 
fice and imparting benedictions, can in justice pretend to. 

3. If Melchisedec did offer sacrifice upon this great occa- 
sion, when it can scarce be supposed that he should omit it, 
then we have no cause to look any further for the materials 
which he offered, than to the brief history of Melchisedec in 
the fourteenth chapter of Genesis, where “bread and wine” are 
expressly said to have “been brought forth” by him. And in- 
deed there was no occasion for Melchisedec to bring forth 
bread and wine for any other purpose than to make an obla- 
tion of thanksgiving for the victory, and in order to pro- 
nounce, or rather to administer the benediction to Abraham, 
with the proper preceding celebrity. Abraham and his reti- 
nue were sufficiently furnished with victuals in the booty 
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which they had retaken from their enemies, as we are as- 
sured ver. 11,16, and we are informed, ver. 24, that they had ——~—— 
actually “eaten” of these provisions. 

4. If I am thought by some men to be mistaken in my 
reasonings upon this subject, it is very much to my satisfac- 
tion that I have so many and so great men under the same 
condemnation with me; and perhaps I may meet with some 
readers, who might have liked my notions and arguments if 
they had been perfectly new and unheard of, but will be out 
of conceit with them, merely because the notions are stale 
with age, and the arguments not altogether new. However 
I am much more concerned to maintain the integrity of the 
Fathers, than the closeness of their arguings, or the niceness 
of their critique; and if they did err in this point, it is evi- 
dent that this error of theirs did not proceed from partiality 
to their own cause, or from an indulgence to their own fan- 
cies; for even Philo, the Alexandrian Jew, and who lived and 
died in infidelity, does expressly say of Melchisedec, “he 
sacrificed victims,” or “ offered triumphal sacrifices".” And 
since this latter could serve no cause by this opinion of his, 
I may infer thus much at least from his saying so, that an 
impartial inquirer may, by considering circumstances, fairly 
argue himself into this persuasion; and I can safely say that 
this is my own case, and for that reason I am disposed to 
judge favourably of the ancients, as having, I believe, rea- 
soned themselves into this opinion by such arguments as are 
just before represented. And that it was upon these grounds 
that the ancients believed that Melchisedec sacrificed the 
bread and wine, I will mention three as great witnesses as 
the ancient Church since the apostolic age did ever produce. 
The first is Cyril of Alexandria; “ Melchisedec,” says he*, 
“receives the symbol of that priesthood which is above the 
law, in order to bless Abraham, when he exhibited to him 
bread and wine; for we are blessed no otherwise by Christ.” 
With whom accords Eusebius in these words’, “‘ Melchisedec 


“ Josephus indeed takes no notice 
of the offering up the bread; but he 
was junior to Philo. [“‘dv Qcarduevos 
6 péyas Gpxiepeds Tov peylorou Seod 
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CHAP. never appears to have used corporeal sacrifices, but blessed 
M_ Abraham in, or by bread and wine.” Nor is St. Cyprian less 
express when he says’, “that therefore the blessing of Abra- 
ham by Melchisedec the priest might be rightly celebrated, 
the sacrifice of bread and wine goes before it.” They all sup- 
pose that Melchisedec acted as priest, in relation to his bring- 
ing forth or offering the bread and wine, and that this oblation 
was a preparative to the benediction. Nor is the reader to won- 
der, that there is no express mention of Melchisedec’s offer- 
ing the bread and wine in Gen. xiv.; for all that are in any 
measure versed in the style of the Old Testament cannot be 
ignorant, that it abounds with ellipses, and often omits not 
only single words, but whole sentences; and there was the 
less occasion for Moses here precisely to express the oblation 
made by Melchisedec, because it was the known universal 
practice of the ancients to introduce their solemn feasts with 
sacrifices, or first to offer to God what they afterwards im- 
tended to be eaten and drunk as a festival banquet; and this 
is especially true, as to such feasts, where a priest presided at 
the entertainment, as Melchisedec did here. The learned 
Cudworth hath at large proved “that it was the custom of 
the Jews and heathens to feast upon things sacrificed.” 
[And Philo, in the place just now cited, expressly says, Mel- 
chisedec feasted all that assisted in the fight. | 
St. Paul’s § But I must acknowledge that there is one objection which 
re. deserves to be considered, and it is this, viz. that the Apostle 
dec’s sacri in drawing a minute parallel betwixt Christ and Melchise- 
sidered. dee, in the fifth, sixth, seventh, and eighth chapters of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, takes no notice of the latter’s offering 
bread and wine. ‘To this it may be answered, that, 

1. This argument proves too much; for if the Apostle’s 
omission of Melchisedec’s offering bread and wine be an 
argument, that he did not therefore offer them; it may aswell _ 
from thence be proved, that his bringing forth bread and 
wine was not a type of the Eucharist at all, even though it 
be considered barely as a religious feast. Now I suppose no 
man, who believes Melchisedec to have been the most per- _ 
fect type of Christ Jesus, can doubt but that Melchisedec, 
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in bringing forth the bread and wine, did typify the Christian sEcr. 
Eucharist, though he should allow that he had no other ——— 
design in view, but the entertainment of Abraham and his 
attendants. It is observable, that Clemens Alexandrinus, 

and Epiphanius, though they do no where, so far as I have 
observed, assert that Melchisedec offered these materials, 

yet do expressly assert that his bread and wine were types of 

the Christian mysteries: nay, this seeming argument proves 

too much upon another account, I mean, because it would 

prove that our Saviour never performed any act of the Mel- 
chisedecian priesthood ; for if the Apostle’s silence concern- 

ing the oblation of bread and wine be of sufficient validity to 

prove that none was offered; then his omission of the par- 

ticular priestly action or actions, wherein Christ was pre- 
figured by Melchisedec, will as effectually prove that Christ 

did, in no action performed by Him, execute the function of a 

priest according to that order. The Apostle, in his parallel 
between Christ and Melchisedec, expressly mentions his not 
coming to his priesthood by descent, his taking tithes of Heb. vii. 3. 
Abraham, the perpetuity of their priesthood. He mentions * ae a 
also his being king of righteousness, and king of peace, and 23, 24. 
his blessing Abraham, but even these last particulars he does °"™ : 7 
not, in express words, apply to our blessed Saviour; and I 
apprehend very few of our adversaries will be disposed to 

think that Melchisedec typified our Saviour in all those 
instances here alleged by the Apostle, particularly in receiving 

tithes ; and it must be owned, we have a very hard task if we 

argue with men, who will neither allow that all that is men- 

tioned by the Apostle could be a parallel, or that any thing 

that is not mentioned was so. They take to themselves the 
privilege of arguing from the Apostle’s silence, but will not 

permit others to argue from his words. If Christ then per- 

formed any function of the Melchisedecian priesthood here 
mentioned by the Apostle, it was either blessing the people, 

or receiving tithes, or both. St. Paul does not here say, that 

Christ did either the one or the other, and yet no man will 

from hence infer that Christ did neither of these; and on the 

other side very few will allow that Christ did both ; and there- 

‘fore we ought not to depend upon so weak and negative a 

proof as the Apostle’s silence, nor to infer that what the 
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. Apostle mentions of Melchisedec, is to be the standard of 


the parallel; except we will receive the parallel in all the par- 
ticulars expressed by St. Paul, and not in some only. The 
Apostle does indeed directly apply Melchisedec’s coming to 
the priesthood without any descent, or entail, to Christ Jesus, 
and so he does the perpetuity of it; but these are not parts or 
actions of the priestly office, but only circumstantial qualities 
of the priesthood itself. The only action in which the 
generality among us will be willing to acknowledge that 
Melchisedec represented Christ, is that of his blessing Abra- 
ham; which yet, as has been observed, St. Paul does not by 
any direct words apply to Him; and, therefore, we ought not 
to lay any stress upon an argument drawn from St. Paul’s 
omission in one case, any more than in the other; so that the 
question truly stated is this, viz. why did the Apostle in this 
parallel omit Melchisedec’s bringing forth the prefiguration 
of the Christian Eucharist? And to this 

2. St. Jerome answers”, “There was much to be said, 
and hard to be uttered; not that the Apostle could not have 
explained it, but because it was not seasonable at that time, 
for he was discoursing with the Hebrews, who were not yet 
confirmed in the faith, to whom he must have discovered the 
Sacraments,” meaning undoubtedly the Eucharist. The 
Father supposes, that St. Paul did not think it proper to dis- 
course of the Sacrament familiarly to people who were not yet 
fully settled in Christianity, which he apprehended to be the 
case of many of those to whom this Epistle was to be com- 
municated. How far we may rely on this single judgment 
of St. Jerome, I presume not to determine; but I cannot 
but observe, that St. Paul does never in any of his Epistles, 
make any plain mention of the Sacrament, except in the first 
to the Corinthians ; and perhaps the reason why he did it not 


was, that his Epistles were to be read in the public assembly,” — 


where there might be many present that were not thought 

fit hearers of that mystery ; and if it be asked, why then did 

he speak of it so freely in the first Epistle to the Corin- 

thians? I can but guess at the occasion, and it might be 

this; that the mnovators there had permitted all the loose 

retainers to the Christian Church to approach the Lord’s 
> i, p. 28. Ap. 
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Table, without being instructed in the nature of the Eucha- srcr. 
rist. If this had not been the case, it is scarce accountable 
how some that received the Eucharist in that Church should 
“not discern the Lord’s Body,” or know what it was that they 
received ; and when by this means these loose retainers to 
the Church knew what that outward solemnity of the Eucha- 
rist was, St. Paul could no longer consider it as a secret; 
and, therefore, instead of that silence, or those short hints 
concerning that ordinance, which are so remarkable in all 
his other writings, he here endeavours at large to rectify 
their notions and practice in this matter; and if the weakness 
of understanding and judgment in relation to Christianity 
were any reason why St. Paul should forbear to speak of the 
Eucharist in words at length, then certainly the Hebrews, 
to whom he now wrote (at least a considerable part of them), 
were as indifferently qualified as any men to have a discovery 
of these mysteries communicated to them in public; for the 
Apostle in this very Epistle gives a sad account of their igno- chap. v. 12, 
rance and dulness. It is true the Apostle complains of the ** 
Corinthians too, for being “babes, and not yet able to bear t Cor. iii. 
strong meat ;” but, as has been intimated, it was not in the ” 

-Apostle’s power to conceal the outward ‘part of the mystery 
from them, who by the countenance of their new teachers 
had been emboldened to break in upon the celebration of the 
Eucharist without being duly qualified; and therefore the 
only way that he had left to him to prevent their con- 
tempt and abuse of it, was to let them into the fuller know- 
ledge of it: but it does not appear that he had any such 
motive to do this to the Hebrews, or to any of the other 
people to whom he wrote his Epistles. It may seem a 
wonder to some, that St. Paul, after he had so severely 
animadverted upon the defect of spiritual understanding in 
the Hebrews, should yet speak to them so largely and parti- 
cularly of the Melchisedecian priesthood, and other things 
of like nature in the sequel of this Epistle; but they who 
know that the allegorical way of interpreting Scripture did 
now exceedingly prevail among the Jews, (as will appear 
from the writings of Philo, who was contemporary with the 
-Apostles,) will be satisfied that this method of discourse could 

_ not be looked upon as strong meat by those, that had had 
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their education in the synagogue. This was what they really 
sucked in with their mothers’ milk, and therefore in this 
St. Paul accommodates himself to their apprehensions and 
way of thinking; but if they had been told, that the bread 
and wine mentioned in the history of Melchisedec were a 
prefiguration of a new Sacrifice, to which all the bloody and 
other oblations of the law were to give way, this had indeed 
been meat so strong, as that they were not able to bear or 
digest. Thus much I have said in vindication of this learned 
Father’s opinion, which I entirely submit to the judgment of 
my readers, for the question is too nice for me positively to 
determine. 

8. I desire it may be considered, that when the types of 
the Old: Testament are alleged in the New, the most principal 
and obvious correspondence of the one with the other is 
oftentimes omitted. I will instance in three, which seem to 
be some of the most remarkable types. 1. The first is the 
temple of Jerusalem, to which our Saviour expressly alludes, 
when He says, “ Destroy this temple, and I will raise it up 
in three days.” No one can doubt but our Saviour in these 
words affirms the temple to be a type of His Body, yet He 
omits to mention the main thing in which they agreed, that 
is, the inhabitation of the Deity, which was that which made 
our Saviour’s Body atemple. 2. The second most remark- 
able type in the history of the Old Testament, expressly 
alleged in the New, is the brazen serpent, “ which Moses 
made and put upon a pole;” this is likewise by our Saviour — 
expressly applied to Himself, in these words, “ as Moses lifted 
up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of 
man. be lifted up.” But our Saviour takes no notice of that 
which I suppose all will allow to be the most apt poimt of 
correspondence, viz. that as the sight of the brazen serpent 
was a cure to them that had been poisoned by the bite of the 
fiery serpents, so faith in Christ is a certain antidote against 
sin, and all the works of the old crooked serpent, which He — 
came to destroy. 3. Again, St. Paul runs a parallel betwixt — 
Sarah and Isaac, and the Christian Church and people, on — 
one part; and Agar and Ishmael, and the Jewish synagogue — 
and people, on the other part; but he omits that which was — 
as clear a coincidence as any that he mentions; I mean, that 
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Ishmael was circumcised, and yet was cast out, and not per- SECT. 
mitted to be co-heir with Isaac; and I think, with submis- Ls 





sion, that no particular mentioned by the Apostle in this 
parallel was more to his present’ purpose, than this of 
Ishmael’s being circumcised ; for this whole Epistle is one 
continued argument against the Judaizers, who pressed cir- 
cumcision upon the Gentile converts, as a thing without 
which they could not be saved; and the main inference from 
his whole discourse is contained in these words: “In Christ ch. vi. 15. 
Jesus neither circumcision availeth any thing, nor uncircum- 
cision, but the new creature ;” and the case of Ishmael, who 
was circumcised and yet disinherited, was a very irresistible 
demonstration of this truth, yet passed over in silence by St. 
Paul. And why may not Melchisedec’s bread and wine be 
a type of the Christian oblation, as well as God’s symbolical 
residence in the temple of Jerusalem was a type of the Deity’s 
more perfect residence in the Body of Christ Jesus; or as 
the cure of the sting of those venomous insects in the wilder- 
ness was of that infallible remedy (the death of Christ) 
against the wounds of Satan; or as the discarding of Ishmael 
was of the reprobation of the circumcised unbelieving Jews ; 
though neither the one nor the others are expressly men- 
tioned by our Saviour or St. Paul, when they are professedly 
treating on this subject? The truth is, there are some things 
so very plain and obvious, in all pertinent similitudes and 
parallels, that they who best know the art of speaking, 
think it a fault too much to dwell on particularities; and 
it is imputed as a vice to some writers, that they do too 
much squeeze their similitudes; and it ought not to be cen- 
sured as an omission in inspired orators or writers, any more 
than in others, that they often leave room to the thoughts 
and reflections of the hearers or readers, to improve what 
is said, and make proper applications of it, so that it be 
done with modesty, discretion, and a godly fear of “ wresting 
the Scriptures to our own damnation.” This is very evident 
in the three cases before mentioned; where the omitted 
correspondences are as plain, and as certain, and pertinent, 
as those that are expressed in the words of our Saviour and 
_ the Apostle; and I humbly conceive the same may be said 
_ of the bread and wine spoken of Gen. xiv. 18. There is 
x 2 
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CHAP. no Christian, who knows that our Saviour imstituted a Sacra- 
i ment in those material symbols, and reads the history of 
Melchisedec, and knows him to be the type of the Messias, 
but his own sense must presently suggest to him, that he 
was a type of Him in bringing forth the bread and wine, 
as well as in other particulars; nay, I believe I may say 
without offence, that the bread and wine of Melchisedec 
are a proof of his being a type of Christ, and perhaps for 
that reason omitted by St. Paul; just as for the same reason 
the inhabitation of the Deity in the temple, and the curing 
the bite of the fiery serpents by the sight of the brazen, is 
a proof that those two are types of our blessed Saviour ; 
and as Ishmael’s being circumcised and yet turned out of 
doors, is an argument to prove, that he likewise was a type 
of the infidel part of the Jews. And therefore to retort 
this objection, I think we have reason to believe, that 
St. Paul might omit this particular at present, that if any 
one should afterwards call in question the justness of this — 
parallel, he might have this matter of fact, as an argument 
in reserve to prove that the whole narrative is a prefiguration 
of the Messias. However the least that can be said is, that 
he must think the case so plain, and the correspondence so 
very visible, that even the most stupid of those to whom 
he wrote, if they knew any thing of the Sacrament, must 
discern the agreeableness without the help of a mysta- 
gogue; and therefore he rather labours to unfold the 
more secret and obscure resemblances between the his- 
torical and archetypal Melchisedec, than to insist upon a 
coincidence so plain and obvious, that he who runs may 
read it. . | | . 
I have said thus much in order to vindicate the ancients — 
from that misapplication of Scripture, which too many of 
this age are too rash in imputing to them on this occasion; © 
and I must further observe to my unprejudiced reader, that — 
the notion of the Sacrifice was certainly received in the — 
Church, before the Fathers did ever, so far as appears by — 
their writings, apply the oblation of Melchisedee to that 
of Christ. Justin Martyr, Tertullian, Origen, do plainly : 
mention the Christian oblation, but take no notice, so far 
as I could ever observe, that it was prefigured by that of — 
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. Melchisedec’. This is a demonstration, that the Fathers 
did not take the preposterous method, that innovators 
usually do; I mean first to lay down the conclusion, and 
then hunt for arguments to support it. St. Cyprian, who 
called Tertullian his master, is the first that I have observed, 
who from these premisses did expressly infer, that Melchi- 
sedec’s oblation did prefigure that of Christ. 

And here it may not be amiss to consider, on what account Melchise- 
the ancients, particularly Eusebius and Theodoret, denied Pe weak 
that Melchisedec’s sacrifice of bread and wine were corporeal SAS 
and irrational; and it is, I suppose, evident, that they thought 
them spiritual and rational; not only because they were 
significant, mysterious, and predictive of the Sacrifice of the 
Eucharist, but because both Melchisedec and Abraham, by 
the eye of faith, did see and know them to be so: in a word, 
this sacrifice of Melchisedec was a spiritual, rational sacrifice, 
in the same sense that the Eucharist is so; viz. as St. Chry- 
sostom expresses it“, because “‘ Our Lord has delivered nothing 
to us [in the Eucharist] to be perceived by the senses; but 
every thing to be apprehended by the understanding, in 
things perceptible by the senses,’ viz. bread and wine. 

And no wonder that they denied those to be corporeal 
sacrifices, when they believed, that the worth and value 
of them did not consist in the excellence of the visible 
materials, but in their inward, invisible, mysterious nature, 
which was to be discerned by the reason and spirit. We 
have no grounds to believe, that the generality of the Jewish 
priests or people did apprehend any thing in their animal 
sacrifices but what they saw. It is owned, that all sacri- 
fices, instituted by God, were prefigurations of the grand 
Sacrifice; but they were mere bodily things to them, who 
looked no further, than to what they saw on the altar; but 
we are assured that “Abraham rejoiced to see the day of 
Christ, and did see it,’ and that therefore the bread and 
wine was to him a rational, spiritual sacrifice; because he 
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premisses, not only that the Eucharist 
was a Sacrifice, but that Melchisedec 
did offer sacrifice*, without drawing 


. * Advers. Judzos, lib. i. cap. 2. 
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Ed. Paris, 1664.] 
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believed, and knew it to be presignificative of the great 
Sacrifice. And we have no reason to suppose, that Mel- 
chisedec was less apprehensive of the grand Mystery, than 
the patriarch Abraham; for we are assured, that of the two 
Melchisedec was the better, or greater. ‘Therefore Eusebius, 
having said® that Melchisedec “offered no corporeal sacri- 
fice, but bread and wine,’ explains himself by adding, 
“that he foresaw the Mysteries by the Divine Spirit.” 

But after all, we cite the Fathers only as witnesses; and 
do not depend so much upon the acuteness of their arguings, 
and the politeness or aptness of their phraseology or diction, 
as upon the unanimity of their testimony, and the certain 
fixed meaning or intendment of the words, which they used 
to denote a material sacrifice. Granting that they were 
mistaken, which yet does not appear, in believing that Mel- 
chisedee offered bread and wine; it does not therefore 
follow, that they were or could be mistaken, in saying that 
they themselves, or the Church in their time, did offer those 
elements. And when they say that Melchisedec, in offering 
bread and wine, was a type of Christ Jesus; though we 
do suppose, with many of the moderns, that they were too 
hasty in seeing a type where none was meant; yet thus 
much we may infallibly conclude, that they who said this 
must believe that our Saviour offered Bread and Wine. 
Nor will it follow, that because they were mistaken in their 
reasonings, or their forwardness in receiving the traditions 
of the Jews in relation to a fact that was done so many ages 
past, that they therefore were deceived in a matter so (com- 
paratively) late, as that of our Saviour’s imstitution of the 
Eucharist; or that they did not rightly understand those — 
words which our Saviour used on that occasion, nor the 
practice of the Church, from the times of the Apostles down 
to the ages in which they lived and wrote. And what I 
am chiefly concerned to prove is, that they who believed 
that Melchisedec offered bread and wine, and that in so 
doing he was a type of Christ, must believe, that Christ — 
also did offer those materials; nay, that they who believed — 
that such an oblation was, and ought to be made in the — 
Christian Church, must believe also, that Christ in the msti- — 
| © h. p. 16.1, 4 and 9. | 
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tution did make this oblation. For it cannot nm common SECT. 
sense and charity be believed, that they thought any thing pe 
was, or ought to be, done in the Eucharist by the Church, 

but what our Saviour did, when He founded it; and indeed 
several of them do express their sentiments to this purpose ; 

and therefore all the citations already produced on the fore- 

going heads, do by necessary consequence prove, that our 
Saviour did offer Bread and Wine, in the judgment of 

the ancients; except we will suppose that they thought the 
Eucharist of the Church different from that of our Lord. 

But to put the point beyond dispute, I shall further lay 
before my reader the express affirmations of the ancients 

to this purpose; namely, that our Saviour did in the original 
Eucharist, offer His Body and Blood in the symbols of Bread 

and Wine. 

Theodoret speaks this plainly enough, where he says‘ “ He Proofs that 
(St. Paul) reminded them of that holy sacred night, in which om, "ne" 
Christ put an end to the typical passover, and exhibited the S#tifce 
archetype thereof, and opened the doors of the salutary 
mystery.” For the archetype of the passover is, im the 
Apostle’s language, “ Christ our passover sacrificed for us ;” 
and in saying, that He exhibited, or shewed the archetype 
of the passover, he does in effect assert, that Christ the true 
passover was then sacrificed by Himself; and when he affirms 
this to have been done in the night, when He put an end 
to the typical passover, he must mean the night before His 
crucifixion, when He instituted the Eucharist; but he says 
this more plainly yet in these words, “Christ in that night, 
after which He suffered, commenced His Priesthood, when 
taking Bread He blessed it, and said, Take, eat,” &c.; and 
presently speaks of Melchisedec’s being a type of our Saviour 
in offermg bread and wine. “On the same table,” says 
St. Chrysostom", “there are both passovers, that of the 
type, and that of the verity: as painters on the same table 
first draw the lines, and then cast the shade, and after that 
add to it the just colours: so did Christ; He first repre- 
sented the typical passover, and then added the true one.” 

_ And I hope I need not again tell my reader, what the true 
_. passover was. St. Austin speaks fully to my purpose in 
| fe. p. 46. Ap. 8 d, p. 45. Ap. hk. p. 38. Ap. 
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these words', “Those [Jewish] sacrifices, as promissive words, 


are set aside; completive are given to us. What is the com-— 


pletive word that-is given us? A Body, which you [com- 
municants] know, which all of you [catechumens]| do not 
know: I wish all you who know It, may not know It to 
your own destruction. For Christ is our Lord, Who speaks 
sometimes by His members, sometimes in His own person: 
‘Sacrifice and oblation,’ says He, ‘Thou wouldest not ’ what 
then, are we left now without sacrifice? God forbid. ‘ A Body 
hast Thou prepared Me.’ Thou refusedst those [sacrifices | 
that Thou mightest prepare this. The performing of the 
promises cancelled the promissive words; for if they were 
yet promissive, then what was promised is not performed ; 
this was promised by certain signs. Those promissive signs 
are cancelled, because the promissive Verity is exhibited. 
We are now in this Body, we are partakers of this Body; 
may you know It, who are now ignorant of It; and when 
you understand It, may you receive It, not to condemna- 
tion; for he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth 
and drinketh condemnation to himself. We have a Body 
prepared for us, let us be perfected in that Body.” It is 
evident to a demonstration, that by ‘Body’ is meant the 
Sacramental Body, in St. Austin’s judgment; and that 
therefore our Saviour fulfilled that prophecy, and offered 
this Sacrifice in the Eucharist. St. Jerome has been already 
cited for using those words of Jovinian with approbation‘, 
“Christ offered wine, not water, for a type of His Blood ;” 
and again’, “When our Saviour had fulfilled the typical 
passover,—He takes bread, which strengthens man’s heart, 
and passes to the true Sacrament of the passover; that 
as Melchisedec, the priest of the most high God, to pre- 
figure Him, had offered bread and wine; so He also might 
represent the verity of His own Body and Blood.” But 
the words of St. Gregory Nyssen are most peculiarly re- 
markable to this purpose™, ‘ Christ, Whose ceconomy regu- 
lates all things, according to His sovereign authority, stays 
not until He was under a necessity by being betrayed, and 
until the Jews had seized Him by violence, or until Pilate 
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had unjustly condemned Him, and so their malice had proved 
the principal occasion and cause of the salvation of mankind ; 
but by His ceconomy He prevents their seizure of Him; and 
by a method of Sacrifice, which was ineffable and invisible 
to men, He offered Himself an oblation and victim for us; 
being Himself at the same time both the Priest, and the 
Lamb of God, Which takes away the sins of the world. 
When was this? When He made His own Body eatable, 
and His Blood potable, to those who were with Him. For 
this is manifest to all, that the Lamb could not be eaten 
by men, if the slaughter had not made way for the mandu- 
cation of It. He therefore that gave His Body for food to 
His disciples, manifestly demonstrates, that a Sacrifice was 
absolutely made under the figure of the Lamb. For the 
Body of the Sacrifice had not been fit for manducation, if 
It had been alive; therefore when He gave His Body to His 
disciples to be eaten, His Body was already sacrificed in- 
effably and invisibly, according to the will and pleasure of 
Him, Who had the economy of this mystery.” Eusebius 
speaks fully to our purpose in the following words", “ Our 
Saviour Jesus, the Christ of God, does even to this present 
time celebrate Sacrifice among men, by His ministers, after 
the manner of Melchisedec; for as he, being a Priest of the 
Gentiles, nowhere appears to have used corporeal sacrifices, 
but blessed Abraham in bread and wine; in the same 
manner, first our Saviour and Lord, and afterwards all 
Priests from Him, celebrating the spiritual Sacrifice in 
Bread and Wine, do represent His Body and Blood in a 
mystery.” And again®, “ We with good reason daily cele- 
brating the memorial of His: Body and Blood, and being 
dignified with a better Sacrifice and Hierurgy than the 
ancients, judge it not safe to fall back to the weak elements, 
which contain symbols and images, not the truth itself; for 
saith He—‘ Sacrifice and offering Thou wouldest not, but a 
Body hast Thou prepared Me’—and after all, He auspiciously 
offered to God the miraculous Sacrifice, the eminent victim, 
having delivered to us the memorial, instead of, or as a sacri- 
fice.’ Dr. Hakewell?’, and others since him, have laboured 


wi oh.-p. 16.-Ap. Heylyn, touching the Pretended Sacri- 
oe. p. 16. Ap. fice in the Eucharist.’’ Cap. iv. Pamph. 
~? [See his ‘‘ Dissertation with Dr. 41. 1641. Bodl.] 
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CHAP. hard to wrest the last words of this citation from the 
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assertors of the Eucharistic Sacrifice;. and if they could 
have done this, yet it seems to me, that the most full 
evidence is left unanswered. For I apprehend, that by the 
“better Hierurgy and Sacrifice,” opposed to those sacrifices 
of the Levitical law, he certainly means the Eucharist. For 
we have, and shall see, that the Fathers often call the Sacrifice 
of the sacramental Body and Blood ‘the verity,’ in comparison 
to the types and shadows of the Levitical law; and it is very 
evident, that by the ‘ Body prepared,’ Eusebius means the 
Eucharistical Body; as he does again in another places, 
where he says, “For since He no longer desired bloody 
sacrifices, nor such as were appointed by Moses, by the 
slaughter of divers animals, He instructed us to use bread, 
as a symbol of His Body; therefore He hath aptly repre- 
sented the whiteness and purity of this food, saying, ‘ His 
teeth are white as milk: and of this also another prophet 
hath reminded us, saying, ‘Sacrifice and offermg Thou 
wouldest not, but a Body hast Thou prepared Me’” In 
which place, as the learned reader may see, he is expressly 
speaking of the Eucharist. And it is plain enough, that 
by ‘the better victim,’ and by ‘the prepared Body,’ he 
means something distinct from the ‘miraculous Sacrifice, 
the eminent victim,’ viz. Christ’s natural Body. For when 
he had mentioned the two former, he adds, ‘after all He 
offered, &c. which implies, that the personal Flesh and 
Blood of Christ were not yielded to God, until He had 
first dignified us with a better Sacrifice than those of the 
law, and fulfilled that prophecy, viz. ‘a Body hast Thou 
prepared Me;’? which He must therefore be supposed to 
have done in the Eucharist, according to what St. Austin 
has said in the place just before recited; therefore it is 
very evident, that Eusebius did not at all apprehend, that 
he lessened the Sacrifice, when he called it a memory, or 
memorial. For it is clear, that he supposed, that Christ 
did the ‘ will of God,’ and offered the ‘ prepared Body’ in the 


Eucharist, and that therefore by this memorial the whole — 


Sacrifice was to be brought in remembrance before God. 
The excellent Dr. Hickes has shewed, that avr Oucias may 
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signify either, ‘instead of the great Sacrifice,’ meaning that 
of the Cross, as we commonly speak, or that the Eucharist 
is ‘for a Sacrifice,’ as the “ woman’s hair is for a covering’.” 
Athanasius teaches the same doctrine with little variations, 
“tis the Body [of Christ] to which [God the Father] says, 


*Sit Thou on My right hand;’ 


and to which the devil and 


his wicked powers, and the Jews and Gentiles, were enemies ; 
by which Body He became the High-Priest and Apostle in 
the mystery which He delivered to us, saying, ‘This is My 


Body,’” &c. 


He clearly asserts, that Christ was exercising 


the office of High-Priest, while He instituted the Eucharist ; 


_ and that therefore therein He offered an oblation; 


and he 


tells us, what it was He offered, viz. His Body; he passes 
from Christ’s natural Body to His sacramental Body, with- 
out making any express difference; which yet he does plainly 


enough in other places of His writings. 


What he would 


hereby teach us is, that Christ, in offering His sacramental 
Body, did virtually and intentionally consign His natural 
Body to the Altar of the Cross; which is what the other 
Fathers do likewise mean beyond all doubt. When he says, 
that “ Christ by This Body became a High-Priest and Apostle 
in the mystery which He delivered,” he alludes to the words 
of St. Paul, who calls Christ Jesus the High-Priest of our pro- 
fession, Heb. ii. 1; but I cannot but observe, that the word 
turned by us ‘ profession,’ I mean omoXoryia, is used five times 
by the LXX for ‘a free-will offering.’ [ First, Lev. xxii. 18, 19, 
in the Greek stands thus—'AvOpwros, dvOpwros, ard TOV 
viov Iopanr, i) ard TOV TpocnrAUTOV, TOY TPOTKELpLéevOY TPOS 
avtovs év ‘Iapanr, os av mpocevéyxn ta Sépa avtod Kata 
Tacav oporoylay avTov, 7) Kata Tacay aipecw adtav, boa 


av tmpocevéyxwow TO Kupio 


r [We must observe of the prepo- 
sition Ayt:, that it signifies first pro, 
FOR, as pro denotes loco, vice, instead, 
of which I need give no examples; 
secondly, it signifies propter, and gratia, 
as gratia is used in the ablative case ; 
of which, not to bring proofs out of 
lexicographers, we have one in Heb. 
xii. 16; “Os dyt) Bpdoews pics Garé- 
doro, &e. Qui propter unam escam 
vendidit suum jus primogeniti, Who for 
. one morsel of meat sold his birthright. 
So also it signifies Matt. xx. 28, and 
Mark x. 45; ’Avri roAA@yv, pro multis, 


eig ONoKavT@paTa (19.) Sexta 


The Son of Man came not to be ministered 
unto, but to minister, and to give His 
Soul a Ransom for many. And thirdly, 
with little difference from this second 
signification, it denotes the end, and 
signifies pro, for, in that sense which 
the Latins also express by wt, or eo ut, 
as in 1 Cor. xi. 15; “Or: } Kéuh avr 
wepiBoratov didoru abt, quoniam ca- 
pilli pro velamine ei dati sunt, for her 
hair is given her for a covering or veil.” 
Christian Priesthood, vol. ii. Account 
of the Third Edition; p- xiv. ] 
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bpiv, kK. tT. % Whosoever he be of the sons of Israel, or of 
the proselytes who cleave to them, who offers his gifts after 
the manner of every vow, and after the manner of every 
free-will offering of theirs, whatever they offer for a burnt- 
offering, (19.) Let it be acceptable or well-pleasing to your- 
selves, &c.” Here the material thing ‘vowed’ is by the 
LXX turned 6poroyia. 

[ Secondly, you have this word in the same sense, Jer. xliv. 
25.—tpels, yuvaixes, TO oTOmaTs buoy éXadjoaTE, Kal Tals 
xepaly erAnpwcate Aéyoucal, TrovodcaL Troicopev TAS OpfodO~ 
ylas judy @s ®moroyjcapev, Ouusiv TH Bacidicon Tov ovpa- 
vod Kal omévoew avTH aorrovdds’ éupeivacas avepeivate Tats 
G6pmonroyias Uwev, Kal TroLodaaL érroijnoate. ‘ Ye, women, have 
spoken with your mouth, and fulfilled it with your hands, 
saying, We will surely do, or offer our vows which we have 
vowed, to burn incense to the queen of heaven, and to make 
libations to her: ye have obstinately persisted in your vows, 
and done or offered them.” Here the ‘vows,’ which they 
made with their mouths and offered with ‘their hands,’ were 
incense and liquid libations ; yet they are twice styled homo- 
logies by the LXX. The Hebrew ‘neder’ is used in the 
original of both these texts ; and the verb ‘ nadar’ is rendered 
by opororyeiv, which therefore imports the dedicating of some 
material thing to the queen of heaven; for the difference 
between the vow and the free-will offering was very small, 
and consisted in this‘, that if the animal, or other thing © 
which was vowed, were lost, or died of itself, another must 
be offered in its stead, which was not necessary in case of a 
free-will offering ; therefore by a ‘vow, they understood a 
thing actually dedicated to some deity ; and the vowing of it 
was a dedication, as I have shewed, ch. i. sect. 4. 

[In the three following texts, the Hebrew ‘nedaba’ is 
turned by oporoyia. 

(Thirdly, the third text which I shall produce, whereby to 
prove, that this Greek word has the signification which I 
have assigned to it, is Deut. xii. 17. Ov duvnon dayelv ev 
Talis ToNecly cov TO émideKaTOV Tov ciToU Gov, Kal TOU olvoU 
cou, Kal Tov éhalov cov, Ta TpwToTOKAa TOV Body coU, Kal TOV 
mpoBdtwv cov, Kal Tdcas Tas evyas, boas av evEacOe, Kal Tas 


t See Ainsw. on Levit, vii. 16. 
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oporoyias tuav, kal Tas aTapydas THY YeLpdv tpuov' that is, 
“Thou mayest not eat within thy cities the tythe of thy 
corn, or of thy wine, or of thine oil, the firstlings of thy 
bullocks, or of thy sheep, nor any of thy vows, which thou 
hast vowed, nor your free-will offerings, nor the first-fruits 
of your hands.” Here are clearly such ‘ homologies’ as may 
be eaten ; and therefore, in this respect, of the same sort with 
the Christian Eucharist. 

(Fourthly, the next is, Ezek. xlvi. 12. "Eady &€ roujon 6 
adnyovpevos ouoroylav droKxatTwpya cwtnplov Td Kupio, x.7.n. 
“Tf a prince make, or offer a free-will offering, [which is] a 
whole burnt sacrifice of a peace offering to the Lord,” &c. 
N.B. The LXX did not read the conjunction $x, and there- 
fore took ‘nedaba’ as put in apposition with ‘gnola;’ and 
so by an ‘homology,’ they understood a whole burnt sacri- 
fice. 

[Fifthly, the last place where I find éuoXoyia used by the 
LXX, is Amos iv. 5, kat dvéyvwoay &w vomov, Kal émrexane- 
cavTo opodoyias. ‘They read a foreign law, and called 
[them] free-will offerings,” by ‘them’ meaning the ‘ sacrifices’ 
and ‘tythes’ offered to idols in the former verse. The reader 
may see in the larger critics, how the LXX read the Hebrew 
of this place. In all five places, the Hebrew as well as Greek 
intends a material oblation. Of the word ‘homology,’ see 
more toward the end of this section".]}} And therefore I 
think, in reason it ought to be so rendered in this text of 
St. Paul; and I cannot but observe, that St. Clement of 
Rome*, who is observed by learned men to transcribe several 
passages from the epistle to the Hebrews, has rév mpoaghopadv 
instead of duoroyias. I shall hereafter have occasion to 
make use of this reflection. In the mean time let us pro- 
ceed to the most. illustrious attestation, which St. Cyprian 
gives to this doctrine of Christ’s offering Himself in the 
Eucharist, taken from his epistle against the Aquarians, who 
offered only fair water in the chalice’; 1. “Some either 
through ignorance or simplicity, in consecrating the Lord’s 
Blood, and administering It to the people, do not that which 
our Lord Jesus Christ, the author and teacher of this Sacri- 
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fice did, and taught. 2. Now we are given to understand, 
that in offering the Cup, the tradition of the Lord should be 
observed ; and that no other thing be done by us, than what 
our Lord first did for us; that the Cup, which is offered in 
commemoration of Him, be offered mixed with Wine. 4. 
Who is more a Priest of God, than our Lord Jesus Christ, 
Who offered a Sacrifice to God and offered the same that 
Melchisedec had offered, that is, Bread and Wine, His own 
Body and Blood? That therefore the blessing of Abraham 
in Genesis might be rightly celebrated, an image of the 
Sacrifice of Christ in Bread and Wine goes before it; which 
thing our Lord perfecting and completing, offered Bread, 
and the Cup mixed with Wine; and He that is fulness, per- 
fected the verity of the image, which was formed long before. 
5. But the Holy Ghost also by Solomon, making mention of 
the Lord’s Sacrifice, the immolated Sacrifice of Bread and 
Wine, as also of the Altar, and of the Apostles, (he cites 
Proy.ix. 1—5,) speaks with a prophetic voice of mingled Wine, 
that is, the Cup of our Lord mixed of wine and water; that 
it might appear, that nothing was done in the passion of our 
Lord, but what had been before predicted.” 6. He cites the 
words of institution, and adds, “ From whence it appears, 
that the Blood of our Lord is not offered, if Wine be not in 
the Cup; and that our Lord’s Sacrifice is not celebrated with 
a due consecration, unless our Sacrifice and oblation answer 
the Passion. 9. If in the Sacrifice that Christ offered, none 
but Christ is to be followed, then we are to obey, and to do 
what Christ did,—for if Jesus Christ, our Lord and God, 
be the High-Priest of God the Father, and first offered up 
Himself a Sacrifice to the Father, and commanded this to 
be done in commemoration of Him; then that priest truly 
acts as in his Master’s stead, who imitates what Christ did ; 
and then offers a true and full Sacrifice in the Church of 
God, if he begin so to offer, as he sees Christ to have offered 
before him. 11. But Christ offered not in the morning, but _ 
after supper: should we therefore offer the Lord’s Sacrifice _ 
after supper, that so, in repeating the Lord’s Sacrifice, we 
may offer a mixed Cup?” (the meaning is, as I apprehend, 
that they who fasted, thought that drinking wine in the — 
Eucharist would break their fast, and so delayed the offering _ 
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and receiving the Eucharist, until they had fasted the whole sECT. 
day,) “ but we celebrate the resurrection of the Lord in the 
morning; and because in all our Sacrifices we make a com- 
memoration of His Passion, (for the Passion of our Lord is 
the Sacrifice which we offer,) we ought to do nothing but 
what He did. As often therefore as we offer the Cup in com- 
memoration of our Lord, let us do what we are sure He 
did. We are unpardonable, who have now been admonished 
and instructed by the Lord, to offer the Lord’s Cup mixed 
with Wine, according as our Lord offered it, viz., unless we 
comply. It is therefore agreeable to conscience and [godly] 
fear, and the place and office of our Priesthood, in mingling 
and offering the Lord’s Cup, to observe the tradition of our 
Lord.” ‘Thus does this holy Father ingeminate his opinion, 
or rather speak the familiar language of Christians in that 
age, concerning Christ’s offermg His Body and Blood under 
the symbols of Bread and Wine. And it is observable, that 
he lays so great a stress on the oblation there made, that 
he gives the name of ‘the Passion’ to the Eucharist ; I mean, 
he principally intends the Eucharist by this title, though not 
so as to exclude the personal or bloody oblation on the cross ; 
for having mentioned the prefiguration of the Eucharist by 
Melchisedec and Solomon, he presently adds, “ That nothing 
was done in the Passion of our Lord, but what had been 
predicted.” Now the predictions mentioned by him relate 
directly to the Eucharist only, and to our Saviour’s Body 
being crucified, and the Blood and Water that flowed out of 
His side, more remotely, and without any express mention 
of them. He does in anotker place of this epistle expressly 
hint, that he takes our Saviour’s sufferings on the cross, in 
conjunction with His mysterious oblation of Himself in the 
Eucharist, into the full import and meaning of this word; 
for speaking’ of some confessors, who were afraid of taking 
the Eucharist in Bread and Wine, lest their gaolers should 
by the smell of their breath discover what they had drunk ; 
he says*, “Our brethren begin to hang back from the Pas- 
sion of Christ im the persecutions, since they learn to be 
ashamed of His Cross and Blood in the Sacrifices.” To 
‘hang back from the Passion, is undoubtedly to be indis- 
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Cc HAP. posed to the receiving the Eucharist ; and this, in St. Cyprian’s 
sense, implied the being ashamed of Christ’s Blood and 
Cross. And when he says, ‘that our Sacrifice and oblation 
must answer the Passion,’ what he first and chiefly means — 
is, that the Eucharist, celebrated in the Church, must be 
done with the same materials which Christ used in the first 
Eucharist, which first Eucharist he therefore denotes by the 
word ‘ Passion.” And to demonstrate that this is his mean- : 
ing, the reader will observe that he had just before rehearsed 
the words of institution, and that he draws this conclusion 
from those words. I question not, but the holy martyr had 
also a tacit regard to the Water and Blood which flowed from | 
our Saviour’s side, in this passage as well as the former ; 
but the words must primarily be meant of the holy Sacra- — 
ment. And thus Gaudentius uses the word, when he calls — 
the Eucharist”, ‘The propriety of our Lord’s Passion” And — 
so I understand St. Austin, when he says*, “ We must com- — 
municate in the Passion of our Lord.” By this the reader — 
may see how strongly our adversaries argue, when they cite — 
the words of St. Cyprian out of this very epistle just now 
cited by me, viz., “the Passion of our Lord is the Sacrifice — 
which we offer; and from thence conclude that it is our ' 
inward remembrance or calling to mind our Lord’s sufferings, 
which is the Sacrifice intended by St. Cyprian; whereas it — 
is evident beyond all reasonable doubt, that by the Passion — 
here he means the material Eucharist, the Bread and Wine 
mixed with Water, though with a special regard to the per- — 
sonal sufferings of Christ, as has been before hinted. And 
therefore in St. Cyprian’s judgment, ‘the Passion of which 
we make a commemoration,’ is directly, and in the first place, 
the original Eucharist, celebrated personally by our Saviour, 
and ultimately the bloody Passion upon the Cross; as the 
reader may satisfy himself, by comparing together the several 
parts of the epistle relating to this purpose. ‘ 
The sum of what these Fathers teach us is, that Christ — 
entered upon His priestly office in the Eucharist ; that there — 
He began the one oblation; there He offered Himself in a 
spiritual mystical manner, as He afterwards did corporally — 
upon the Cross. He had, from before the beginning of the — 
b a. p. 30. Ap. ce, p. dl. Ap. : 
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world, decreed and resolved to die for the salvation of man- SE ee 
kind; in the Eucharist, He actually yielded and consigned 
Himself up to these sufferings; whereupon the powers of 
hell were presently let loose upon Him, and raised that per- 
turbation and agony in His mind, with which He was exer- 
cised in the garden; and before that was well over, He per- 
mitted Himself to be seized by the soldiers, and carried to 
His trial: all this was the consequence of His offering Him- 
self up to do and suffer the will of God; as was also all that 
followed upon it, until having breathed out His soul upon 
the cross, He said, “It is finished.” Upon the cross, beyond 
all dispute, the ransom was paid, the satisfaction made; His 
natural Body and Blood were the price, which He had 
agreed to deposit for the salvation of men. But these 
Fathers give their judgment, that in the institution of the 
Eucharist this Sacrifice was first made, in our Saviour’s will 
and intention; that then He made the tender of His Body 
and Blood, after which the actual payment presently fol- 
lowed. It would be too nice, and altogether a needless dis- 
quisition to dispute, whether the voluntary resignation of 
Himself to His Father, by His own free act and deed, before 
He was under any appearance of necessity and compulsion, 
ere He was yet under custody and confinement, (as Gregory 
Nyssen* admirably well observes,) or His actual crucifixion, 
which was consequent upon this resignation, were in them- 
selves most meritorious. These two parts of the oblation 
were but one continued solemnity; nay, we may add, that 
the ascension of Christ into heaven many days after, was 
but the finishing of this one oblation. The distinguishing 
the oblation in the Eucharist from that on the cross, and 
that afterwards performed in heaven, is really a confounding 
or obscuring the whole mystery, and rendering it perplexed 
and intricate. We ought no more to reckon them two or 
three several oblations, than we would say an animal was 
three several sacrifices, because it was first immolated, then 
slain, afterwards burnt, and the blood of it ritually sprinkled. 
Any one of these actions may be called an oblation; and the 
animal, by having any one of these actions passed upon it, 


Ne . 
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was rightly called a sacrifice ; and yet the whole process was 
really but one and the same sacrifice. 

The synod of Constantinople, before cited, seems to mag- 
nify our Saviour’s oblation in the Eucharist, on the same 
score, that Gregory Nyssen had done so before, in the fol- 
lowing words’, “The Sacrificer Himself, our God, having 
wholly assumed our doughy nature at the time of His 
voluntary Passion, delivered the Sacrifice for a type and 


effectual memorial ‘to His disciples.” By the ‘effectual 


memorial’ meaning most probably such an one as that in 
the Levitical law, which was the very life and essence of the 
Sacrifice itself. And I apprehend that we are taught the 
same doctrine in the Constitutions, in those excellent words‘, 
“Christ, the first and only-begotten High-Priest by nature, 
that did not assume this honour to Himself, but being con- 
stituted by His Father, becoming man for us, and offering a 
spiritual Sacrifice to His God and Father, before His Passion, 
commanded us [the Apostles] only to offer the same.” I 
shall leave it to my reader to determine what that Sacrifice 
was, which the Apostles only were to offer; for I conceive 
that none but Dr. Hancock or Dr. Wise will believe, that 
none but the Apostles only were to offer prayer and praise ; 
nor can they themselves believe it, though they should be 
forced to say it. And we have already heard the twenty- 
fourth canon of the third, alias the sixth council of Carthage, 
and the second and third of the Apostolical canons, enjoining 
Priests and Bishops to offer nothing but what the Lord 
commanded, viz., Bread and Wine; and it is certain, that 
Christ commanded nothing to be done in the Eucharist, but 
what Himself had done before. And this consideration last 
mentioned will, by necessary consequence, prove Justin Mar- 
tyr and Irenzeus to have been of the same judgment; for the 
one asserts, that Christ, when He said, “ This is My Body,” 
taught the new oblation of the New Testament; and the 


other, that Christ hath by tradition instructed us to offer 


Bread and Wine, for a memorial of His Passion; and it is 
certain, Christ taught us to do nothing but what He had 
done before in His own person®. 


© p. d1. Ap. 1. 4. s “ But there is another authority, 
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There are two Latin Fathers who give their verdict to the 
same effect, though not in such strong words, I mean, St. Hi- 
lary of Poictiers, and St. Ambrose of Milan; the first asks}, 
«How our Saviour could pray that the cup might pass from 
Him? Was it,” says he, “possible that Christ should not 
suffer? Nay, but even from the foundation of the world this 
mystery had been published; nay, He had but just before 
consecrated the Blood of His own Body, to be poured out 
for the remission of sins.” The other says’, ‘‘The passover 
is the Passion of our Lord, as the blessed Apostle says, ‘Christ 
our Passover is sacrificed for us:’ therefore Christ assuming 
a human body, consecrated Himself to the Passion in the 
mystery of the passover;” the least that either of them can 
justly be deemed to say is, that Christ in the last Paschal 
solemnity, offered, devoted, and freely resigned Himself to 
suffer death for our sins. 

Now I must have leave to say, that I have reason to be- 
lieve, few truths of Christianity can more plainly or more 
copiously be proved from the Fathers, than those heads re- 
lating to the Christian Eucharist, which I have hitherto been 
confirming from their writings. We have sufficient proof 
of a material Sacrifice, from the canons of the most ancient 

synods; which yet had rarely any occasion to mention the 
ucharist, except it were to regulate some innovations in the 
administration of It, or to deprive men of It for a time by 
way of censure; for canons are made in relation to the dis- 
cipline of the Church and the external ceconomy of it, rather 
than in regard to the doctrine or dogmata of religion. If 
any men of new light had started up in the first ages of 
Christianity, and asserted that the Eucharist was not a Sacri- 
fice, but a feast upon a Sacrifice ; or broached any fantastical 


SECT. 
I. 


mentioned, which, I conceive, my to the Eucharist, where He left us the 


reader will look upon as saying too 
much, rather than too little; it is that 
of Clemens Alexandrinus*, ‘ Christ 
being about to shed His Blood, or to 
be sacrificed, and giving Himself a 
ransom, left us the Blood of the New 
Testament.’ For I suppose ‘ His being 
about to be sacrificed,’and ‘ giving Him- 
self a ransom,’ must refer to the same 
_* point of time; and that they both refer 


* g.-p. 


L 


Blood of the New Testament; or in 
other words, He gave Himself aransom, 
and left us the Blood of the New Tes- 
tament, while He was yet about to be 
sacrificed, or to shed His Blood; and 
therefore at, or just after, His last 
supper.” [First Ed.] 
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opinion, subversive of the Eucharistical oblation ; I question 
not, but we had had councils assembled to silence and sup- 
press them: but it is evident, that the heretics, that retained 
the use and practice of the Eucharist in those ages, retained 
It as a Sacrifice ; and therefore the current phrase, whereby 
heresy and schism were denoted in the primitive times, were, 
erecting altar against altar, or new altars, or making sacri- 
jices apart, or out of the Church ; for no clan of men in those 
times thought that they could have the appearance or shadow 
of a Church, without an altar and a sacrifice: and even the 
heathen, who had pried into the Christian mysteries, aped 
their oblation of the sacramental Bread. And as to the 
earliest Liturgies now extant, I apprehend that they clearly 
set this doctrine above dispute, in the opinion of all, that 
are not immoderately prejudiced. 

But I expect to be told, that the authority of Fathers and 
councils, and of all the diffusive bodies of Christians, expressed 
in their Liturgies, put together, is not sufficient to establish 
a doctrine of so great consequence; except I can prove by 
the words of institution, or some incontestable evidence from 
the Scriptures, that the offerimg of the sacramental Body 
and Blood is essential to the Eucharist. To which I answer, 

1. It is certain, that the great men, whose names and 
words I have used in the foregoing pages, did believe, that 
this Sacrifice was enjoined by Christ Himself; and though I 
do not owe an implicit faith to them, yet when so many 
venerable sages, to whom next after the Apostles Chris- 
tianity chiefly owes its growth and settlement, do so fre- 
quently and positively affirm a thing of this nature; I think 
myself in common equity and prudence obliged seriously to 
examine, and impartially to consider, whether these things 
are so. Further I am persuaded, that some of these Fathers 
were more capable of giving us true light in this particular, 
than all the most learned professors of languages and other 
sciences, now in Christendom: for they had not only the 


Scriptures, which we, God be praised, enjoy in common with q 
them ; but they had, some of them at least, the knowledge 4 


of the use and practice, if not of the Apostles, yet of those 
who had personally conversed with them, and been witnesses 


of the words, actions, and rites, with which they celebrated _ 
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the holy Sacrament. I will mention no more of those before 
cited, than Irenzeus and Justin Martyr; and I cannot but 
think their evidence most unanswerably clear and unexcep- 
tionable. The first of them was the disciple of Polycarp, who 
was consecrated Bishop of Smyrna by St. John; and he 
says positively, that Christ instituted a new oblation, in and 
by the words of institution; and that the Church received 
the new oblation of the New Testament from the Apostles. 
The other calls himself a disciple of the Apostles, and as- 
sures us over and again, that Christ: instructed us to offer 
Bread and Wine in the Eucharist; and if these great men 
were inferior to the literati of this age in critique and phi- 
losophy, yet they were much beyond them in those qualifica- 
tions, which are proper to make men able interpreters of the 
New Testament ; I mean, in the knowledge of those instruc- 
tions, which the Apostles delivered to the Bishops and Priests, 
which they constituted in the Church, and the manner and 
method of celebrating the Eucharist and other religious 
offices; in which particulars it must be acknowledged, we 
most of all want information from the writers of the New 
Testament ; and we shall make our wants the greater, if we 
refuse to receive that additional light, which they, who come 
so near to them in time, hold out to us. We have justly re- 
pudiated the oral traditions of the Church of Rome; but, I 
suppose, we live in an age, when men are able to distinguish 
between such traditions as are written (though not by in- 
spired writers), and such as are unwritten, and therefore more 
liable to be mistaken, or misreported. I have said thus much, 
not that I think the Christian Sacrifice wants sufficient proof 
from Scripture to determine any impartial inquirer; but it 
fares with us in this respect, as it does with the assertors 
of the doctrine of the Trinity, of the baptism of infants, 
of episcopacy, and liturgies. Our proofs from Scripture, 
though we believe them to be just and full, and know, 
that they are such as our adversaries cannot answer; yet 
when we are told, that they are not satisfactory, and the 
question is simply this, whether they, or we, understand the 
Scripture right; we take the same course, that our ad- 
versaries of our own communion do in the cases before men- 
tioned; we appeal to the ancient monuments of the Church, 
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to those very writers, whom our adversaries themselves, who 
are in communion of the Church of England, think the most 
fair arbitrators in those controversies before mentioned ; and 
if they do not speak as directly and expressly for the doctrime 
of the Sacrifice, as for any other point, for the decision of 
which we commonly appeal to them; if their testimonies for 
the Eucharistic oblation be not as many and as strong, as 
for any other principle or practice, which is now disputed 
among us; we are ready to submit, to confess ourselves in 
the wrong, and to yield ourselves up to all that shame and 
contempt which our adversaries are able to pour upon us, 
and which is in justice due to any men, and especially to 
divines, when they turn barrators: but if our authorities 
from the primitive Church are very numerous and very 
cogent; then we apprehend, that unless they can wholly 
confute our arguments from the Scriptures, our abundant 
demonstration of this doctrine from the earliest records of 
the Christian Church, and from such of them as are in age 
and authority next to the Holy Scriptures, will cast the scale 
on our side, in the opinion of all competent judges. 

And the mention of these very early monuments of anti- 
quity will naturally remind my reader, of St. Ignatius and 
St.Clement of Rome ; for as to St. Barnabas and Hermas, they 
do never, to the best of my observation, expressly mention the 
celebration of the Eucharist ; and therefore their silence con- 
cerning the oblation is no more an objection against the 
Sacrifice, than against the Sacrament itself. It is true, the 
former does mention an oblation to be made by Christians ; 
and what that oblation is, we shall hereafter have occasion to 
consider. And he mentions an Altar, to which Christians 
are to approach, and which our adversaries will never be able 
to prove to be any other than that on which the Eucharist 
was offered. Nor can I on the other side affirm, that what 
he says is any full evidence for the visible external Sacrifice ; 
but I cannot but think, that Ignatius is entirely ours. He 
mentions the Altar four times, as we shall hereafter more 
particularly observe; and that he meant a material Altar is 
as evident, as that he speaks of a human Bishop ; for he joins 


* [* Sicut ergo locutus est, honestius et altius accedere ad aram Illius.”— 
Cap. 1.] 
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both together in declaring! for “one Altar, and one Bishop ;” 
and in admonishing the Magnesians™ to run together “as 
to one house or temple of God, and to one Altar:” and he 
sufficiently intimates what use they then had for an Altar in 
the Christian Church, when he charges the Philadelphians" 


_ to “use but one Eucharist, because there is but one Flesh of 


Jesus Christ, and one Cup in the unity of His Blood, and one 
Altar,” &c. And he does the same again at another place, where 
he says°, that “he who is not within the Altar is deprived of 
the Bread of God,” for no impartial man can doubt, but that 
by ‘the Bread of God’ he meant the Bread of the Eucharist : 
that the Bread of God does perpetually in Scripture denote 
some material oblation made to God, is what I shall hereafter 
have a more fit opportunity to prove; and in the interim, 
taking this for granted, I think Ignatius says what is suf- 
ficient to establish the Sacrifice of the Eucharist in the judg- 
ment of all that are not pertinacious. The only exception, 
that our adversaries can have against these passages in Igna- 
tiusin behalf of the Sacrifice, is this, that there is no direct 
intimation of any solemn act performed in the Church, 
whereby the Eucharist was presented to God as a Sacrifice 
or oblation; and our adversaries’ known evasion is in this 
_ ease to say, that the Bread and Wine are called an oblation, 
or the Bread of God, as representing the Body and Blood 
offered for mankind. Now we should not be destitute of a 
very peremptory and decisive reply to this exception, if we 
could content ourselves in arguing from the concessions of 
our adversaries. Dr. Hancock once at least?, and Dr. Wise 
very often, cites the words following, as the words of this 
blessed martyr; viz., “It is not lawful without the Bishop 
_to baptize, or to offer, or to bring” (or rather to present) “ the 
Sacrifice.” It is true, the first of these doctors would by the 
Sacrifice here understand only the lay-oblations; but this 
might easily be confuted by this one observation (to say no 
more at present), viz., that the words going next before do 
expressly speak of the Eucharist ; and therefore these words 
must in common sense and justice be meant of the oblation 
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——~-——~ misfortune is, that these words are only in the interpolated 


Luke xxi.4. 


epistles, and so are no just evidence with us: but when this 
glorious saint calls? the material Eucharist “the gift of God,” 
as he had before called it “the Bread of God,” these words 
bid very fair for an actual oblation. For thus what was cast» 
into the Korban was called “the gifts of God,” as being 
religiously presented to Him. But if St. Ignatius do not 


support our cause in this particularity, yet it is clear he does — 


it in the rest; and I persuade myself, I shall meet with very 
few readers so excessively hardened against the belief of the 
Sacrifice, as not to think it sufficient that he points out to 
us a visible Altar with proper officers attending it, and a 
material Sacrifice, the Bread of God, wherewith this Altar 
is furnished; even though they should not be convinced, that 
he uses any words necessarily importing an act of oblation. 
But as to myself, I cannot believe that St. Ignatius would 
eall the Eucharist the Bread of God, and the gift of, or to, 
God, if he had not known that it was then solemnly offered 
in the Church of Christ. 

But to advance one step nearer yet to the Apostles, and 
even to Christ Jesus Himself: St. Clement of Rome I look 
upon as an eminent witness of the Sacrifice in the Eucharist. 
Now he was infallibly a companion and fellow-labourer of 
the Apostles; and during their lifetime, constituted Bishop 
of the Christian Church in the imperial city of Rome. Cle- 
ment of Alexandria expressly calls him an Apostle; and the 
epistle of his, to which I am now going to appeal, was once 
of so great authority, that lessons were read in many Chris- 
tian Churches out of those venerable remains of this Apo- 
stolical prelate; whose words to our present purpose, take 
as follows"; “We ought to do all things in order, what- 
soever our Lord hath commanded us to observe; to cele- 
brate the oblations and liturgies at the appointed times: 
and He has commanded them to be done, not in a vain dis- 
orderly manner, but at.appointed times and seasons. He 
Himself has determined, where and by whom He would 
have them celebrated, by His sovereign authority; that so 
all things, being done in a holy and well-pleasing manner, 
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may be acceptable to His will: they therefore, that offer their 
oblations at the stated times, are acceptable and blessed ; 


for, following the institutes of the Lord, they transgress not: 
_ for there are proper Liturgies delivered to the High-Priest, 


PO ey 


and a proper place assigned for the Priests; and there are 
proper ministrations incumbent on the Levites; and the 


layman is under the obligation of such injunctions, as are 
incumbent on laymen. Let every one of you, my brethren, 


celebrate the Eucharist to God in his proper station, with 


a good conscience, with gravity, not transgressing the canon 
of his Liturgy. Perpetual sacrifices, vows, sacrifices for sin, 


and trespass offerings, are not offered every where, my 


brethren, but at Jerusalem only; and the oblation is made, 


_ not in every place there neither, but before* the sanctuary, 


of. So %umpoobey rov wAolov, on the 


and at the Altar.” And afterwards, in the same epistle, having 
shewed what care the Apostles took to continue a succession 
of pastors in the Church, he adds‘, ‘It will be no small 


erime, if we eject those from the episcopal function, who 


offer the gifts in an unblameable and holy manner.” And 
here, 

(1.) I take it for certain, that when he speaks of sacrifices, 
and of the time and place of offering them, and of the persons 
who are the proper ministers of them; he is not so to be 
understood, as if he was speaking to Jews, concerning the 
Levitical priesthood, and. of the sacrifices to be offered by 
the law. For he was writing to Christians, who lived many 
hundred miles from Jerusalem, and of whom a very great 
part, I may say the majority, were Gentiles by birth and 
education, and never were under any obligation to the ritual 
laws of Moses. And it cannot be supposed, that St. Clement 
was persuading the Gentile converts to judaize, in opposition 
to the doctrine of St. Paul, to whose name in these epistles 
he pays so singular a deference. 

(2.) And yet it is evident to a demonstration, that he 
speaks to these Christians of sacrifices, and of a Priesthood 
still in force; of “oblations and Liturgies, which we (Chris- 
tians) ought to celebrate,” and which “the Lord had com- 
manded,” and which they who duly perform, “are acceptable, 
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and blessed.” Many of our divines do, with good reason, 
from this place argue, that St. Clement here asserts the 
three orders of ecclesiastical officers, Bishops, Priests, and 
Deacons, under the title of High-Priest, Priests, and Levites. 
And certainly the proof is as clear and strong for the sacri- 
fice, as for the priesthood. And I am persuaded, that they, 
who will not allow both in the Christian Church, will never 
be able to shew the pertinence of this holy prelate’s 
discourse. | 

(3.) The truth is, he plainly enough points out to us both 
the priesthood and the Sacrifice of the Christian Church: for 
if you would know, who were the persons designed under the 
character of High-Priest, he tells you they were the Bishops, 
whom he describes under the periphrasis of “ offering the 
gifts ;” and represents it as a crime, to “ eject them from the 
function of the episcopal office,” so long as they do this “in 
an unblameable and holy manner.” And what the ‘ gifts’ 
were, which the Bishops offered, I believe no man of good 
judgment will dispute. I know our adversaries would have 
nothing understood by that word, but the material oblations 
of laymen, without any immediate or necessary relation to, 
or dependence upon, the Eucharist. But then they ought 
to shew us, that these lay oblations were ever otherwise 
offered in the Church by the Bishops, than at the Altar, 
and in the Eucharist. 

It is pretty evident from the citations I have produced 


from St. Cyprian, Origen, St. Irenzeus, and Justin Martyr, 


that they knew but of one solemn act of oblation, and that in 
the Eucharist properly so called, which oblation St. Irenzeus 
says was taught by our Lord in the words of institution. 
And it is “the Bread and Wine of the Eucharist,’ which 
Justin Martyr says Christ instructed us to offer; and which 
Origen and St. Cyprian assure us were offered; and Ter- 
tullian speaks of the Bread offered in the divine Sacraments. 
I am sensible, that, in the later Liturgies, the oblations of 
the people were, by a solemn prayer, presented to God on 
the prothesis, before the more solemn oblation of them, as 
a memorial of the grand Sacrifice; but in the Clementine 
Liturgy", there is but one direct form of oblation, wherein 
« ¢, p. 63, Ap. 
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the elements, presently after the words of institution, are 
: offered to God in commemoration of our Saviour’s Passion. 
BAnd I am not sensible of any distinct oblation of them 
‘@mentioned in any early record of Christianity. There is 
indeed a form of thanksgiving to be used over the first- 
‘Piruits, in the fortieth chapter of the eighth book of Constitu- 
Btions; but this is so far from containing any formal act of 

oblation, that it does expressly speak of them, as “ having 
been already offered,” (apocevey@etor,) and which was indeed 
‘@no other than a prayer to be used by the Bishop, or clergy- 
‘}men, upon their eating of them. But it will be asked, how 
‘Gor when the first-fruits or other lay oblations were presented 
‘Gto God by the Bishop, or officiating Priest; I answer, just 
as the carcasses of those animals, that were offered to God 
under the law, for sin-offerings or peace-offerings; for it 
Bdoes not appear, that they were presented to God by the 
priest whole or entire, otherwise than by the priest’s sprink- 
ling some of the blood, and burning some parts of these 
Banimals in the fire; for by this means the whole animal 
@was offered to God. And in like manner, the whole mass 
‘of oblations made by the people was called and esteemed 
a Sacrifice, on the account of that portion of Bread and 
@ Wine, which was separated from them, and with most 
@solemn prayers and praises tendéred to Almighty God. I 
am sensible, the Bishop or celebrating Priest did receive all 
the oblations of the people from the hands of the Deacon, 
and deposited them on the Altar; and this act of the cele- 
brator may be called an oblation; but I apprehend, that the 
sacerdotal oblation, which is by the most ancient writers 
spoken of as one single action, is chiefly to be understood 
of the commemorative oblation, after the words of institu- 
tion, though not exclusively of the celebrator’s first pre- 
senting them on the Altar. For they were first placed on 
§ the Altar, in order to the more solemn oblation, which soon 
after followed. - But suppose it could be proved, that in the 
most primitive times of Christianity, and even before St. Cle- 
ment wrote this epistle, the main mass of oblations were 
offered by the Priest, in a distinct prayer before the Eu- 
charistical oblation strictly so called; yet I apprehend it 
would be no great commendation to the Bishop, that he had 
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duly performed this part of his office. But now St. Clement— 
gives it as a character of good and sound Bishops, that “they” 
offer the gifts in an unblameable holy manner ;” and there- 
fore must in reason be thought to speak of that part of the 
Bishop’s office, which was of the greatest moment. But now 
I presume, that neither the friends nor the adversaries of 
the Eucharistic Sacrifice can suppose, that the presenting 
the mere lay oblations was such a considerable part of the 
Bishop’s office, that the measure of his merits and qualifi- 
cations should be taken, by his performing this part of his 
ministration without blame. The most momentous and - 
sacred office of our religion is, beyond all doubt, the Eucha- 
rist; and to have performed this with a due regard to so” 
holy an institution, was what might in justice entitle a man” 
to the reputation of a good Bishop, and to a reverential treat- 
ment by the people; and therefore, when St. Clement ex- 
presses himself in such a manner, as that it is clear he 
thought, that they who had rightly offered the gifts had 
filled up the character of Bishops; he cannot in common — 
reason be thought to speak of any gifts but those offered 
in the Eucharist. The worthy Mr. Bennet was fully sensible ~ 
of this; and therefore, speaking of this passage, he says, 
“St. Clement of Rome, who wrote in the Apostles’ time, 
plainly speaks of the Bishop’s presiding in the celebration” 
of the Lord’s Supper; for nothing else can be meant by 
their offering the gifts; especially if we consider, that the 
Eucharistical elements are called a gift, by St. Ignatius,” 
(he refers to the place in St. Ignatius last above cited;) “and 
that this language is used by innumerable other writers, 
particularly those that are the most ancient; and it is” 
notorious, that apoodépew signifies to offer a sacrifice, such 
as all antiquity thought the holy Eucharist to be*;” and I 
take this opportunity to pay my public acknowledgments to 
him for this frank and full declaration in behalf of the doctrine 
for which I am now pleading; and I dare lay this verdict of 
Mr. Bennet in the scale against the two or three books, which 
Dr. Hancock and Dr. Wise have printed against it. . 

But indeed we need not go so far as his forty-fourth chapter 


* [See Bennet’s “ Rights of the Clergy of the Christian Church,” cap. fing 
p- 52. Ed. 1711.] , 
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to prove, that what he had said in the fortieth, was meant of 
the Eucharist. For he explains himself in the words immedi- 
ately following; which, though they begin a new chapter in 
the common division, yet have a close connexion with the 
words, which conclude the fortieth chapter; and therefore in 
“my translation, I take no notice of breaking off of the fortieth 
chapter. And further, I turn evyapiotetv; by “celebrating 
the Eucharist ;” for so it signifies again in St. Justin Martyry, 
and in several other passages of the ancients; and indeed 
this place will, by itself considered, justify this version: for 
if no more were meant by this word than singing a hymn, 
or joining in a prayer of thanksgiving pronounced by the 
Bishop, or the celebrating Priest; I think it would be some- 
what harsh for St. Clement to speak of every one’s doing of 
it in his proper “ station, rank,” or “ order ;” especially if it be 
remembered, that in the words next before, the High- Priest, 
Priest, Levite, and layman, are expressly said to have their 
distinct parts in the Liturgies; and in the words next follow- 
ing, caution is given to every one not to transgress or exceed 
the canon of his Liturgy, or the regularity to be observed in 
the divine administrations. Now in bare verbal and mental 
thanksgivings, the share of all is equal or the same, except 
of him that officiates only; and the layman does the same 
with the Priest or Deacon, when the Bishop is present to 
pronounce the words; and I suppose there is no_ public 
office of religion in the Christian Church, where all, viz. 
Priests, Deacons, and laymen had their several parts to 
perform, but the Eucharist only; in which the layman 
brought his material oblation to the Deacon, by whom it 
was presented to the Bishop or officiating Priest, and by 
him laid on the Altar; and afterwards the whole Sacrifice 
solemnly presented to God, all the Priests standing by him 
that officiated; the Deacons attending, and keeping a decorum 


among the people; and (after the oblation and consecration) - 


the celebrator first receiving himself, then the Priests and 
Deacons; after which the celebrator and the Deacons 


administered or distributed the Eucharistical symbols to — 


the people. And as these words cannot properly be ap- 
‘plied to any other part of religious worship; so it appears, 
Yd. p. 3, Ap. 
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that they do most exactly fit the celebration of the Eu- 
charist, when performed in the manner just now hinted. 
In a word, it must either be in singing psalms or saying 
prayers of thanksgiving, that every one is to observe his 
own particular station; which I suppose borders upon 
absurdity: or else it must be in the administration of the 
Sacrament. If the former, then I own, that such thanks- 
giving must be the Sacrifice here hinted at (and let my reader — 
too believe it if he can, that Bishops Priests and Deacons 
were originally ordained for the keeping the better concert 
and harmony, in offering up the hymns and verbal thanks- 
givings of the Church; nay, he must believe too, that such 
hymns and thanksgivings are sacrifices for sin, and trespass- 
offerings :) but if these thanksgivings are not that Sacrifice, 
then certainly the material Eucharist is; which was to be 
proved. 

And that I may give some further confirmation to this, 
I shall consider the occasion St. Clement had to speak on 
this subject. It is evident to any man who reads this epistle — 
with application, that a sedition had been raised among the 
Christians at Corinth against their lawful pastors, whom the 
malcontent party endeavoured, at least so far as in them lay, 
to remove and depose. And because the lawful pastors were 
still supported by a considerable number of the people, who 
kept to them, and to their former place of worship; there- 
fore these malcontents form a separate assembly, set up some 
of themselves or of the Deacons of their own side, to perform 
the part of pastors, without any authority from the Bishop 
and Presbytery, from whom they had made a defection; 
and (as schism is a contradictious thing) they seem to have 
chosen another day, in which to perform their devotions ; 
and not that which the Apostles, by our Saviour’s direction, 
had appropriated to this purpose. But it is observable, that 
whatever innovations they made in other matters, yet they 
affected to have the Sacrifice offered in the same external 
form and manner that was used by the Bishop and Presbytery 
and the uncorrupted part of the people, who still adhered to 
them; only that they had no Bishop, or Priests, regularly — 
ordained. It was St. Clement’s design, by this epistle, to 
reconcile this mutinous party to their lawful pastors. Thus — 
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it is easy to account for St. Clement’s reminding them of SECT. 
the stated place and time for celebrating the Eucharist ; and a 
for his insisting so much on the distinction of orders in the 
Church, and for the hinted parallel between the Jewish 
Church, as to their priesthood and sacrifice; and if they had 
laid aside the Sacrifice, as they had their lawful pastors, he 
would, no question, have laboured to convince them of their 
mistake; but he speaks to them, as to men that were sensible 
of the necessity of the Sacrifice; and therefore discourses 
upon this supposition; but argues only against the irre- 
gularity they were guilty of in offering It, by telling them, 
that “Sacrifice is not offered at every place, but Jerusalem 
only; and not at every place there neither, but before the 
sanctuary and at the Altar.” And St. Cyril of Alexandria 
explains these words admirably well, when he observes?, 
“That the country of the Jews abounded with numberless 
cities and villas; but God, by way of type, enjoined the 
celebration of sacred offices and the paschal solemnity, to 
be performed in Jerusalem only—so that it is not lawful 
to fulfil the mystery of Christ, in any manner and place 
at discretion ; for the only fit and peculiar place is, in truth, 
the Holy City, that is, the Church: im which there is also 
a lawful Priest; and the holy offices are celebrated by 
sanctified hands; and incense is offered to God the Sovereign 
of all, and a pure Sacrifice, according to the voice of the 
Prophet.” I shall dismiss this head, when I have first desired Malachi i. 
my reader to understand what I say of times appointed for *” 1" 
the Sacrifice, not to be so meant, as if I thought that the 

Lord’s day was the only time for celebrating the Eucharist, 

in St. Clement’s judgment; but that this was the day on 

which it was performed with a greater concourse of people, 

with more large devotions and oblations, than on other days. 

For (says Justin Martyr), “On the day called Sunday, all 

that live either in city or country, meet together at the same 

place, where the writings of the Apostles and Prophets are 

read, &c.; the Bishop makes a sermon; and prayers being 

over, there is bread and wine and water offered to the 
president*.” And again, “Upon the Sunday we all meet 
together.” From what has been said on these words of 

2 d. p. 43. Ap. « Apology i. c. 66. Se. 8% 
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CHAP. St. Clement, it is very evident that he does assert the Sacri- 
"fice for which we contend ; and consequently, we have the 
testimony of the most unexceptionable piece of antiquity 
now extant, next to the Scriptures themselves; of a piece 
of antiquity which some Churches looked upon as part of 
the sacred code. And I must believe, that this holy man 
knew the mind of the Apostles, and the practice of the 
Churches settled by them, much better than any that lived 
in after ages, and infinitely beyond any of our modern 
divines, thongh they were able to understand all the tongues 
of men, and even of angels; nay, I look upon the testimony 
of St. Clement to be, in effect, the testimony of St. Peter 
and St. Paul both in one; for he was disciple to them, 
and the Church of Rome, of which he was Bishop, was by 
them regulated; and from them St. Clement received in- 
structions in all things relating to the Christian doctrine 
and worship. But further, to them who demand the autho- 
rity of Christ Jesus and the Apostles for the Eucharistical 
Sacrifice, I answer, that 
That Christ 2. We have the express words of Christ Jesus Himself, 
sacrificed yecorded by St. Matthew, St. Mark, St. Luke, and St. Paul, 
stitution. fully attesting this great truth; namely, that He did, in the 
institution of this Sacrament, actually offer Bread and Wine 
to God, as His mysterious Body and Blood; and that He 
commanded His Apostles to do the same. 
(1.) I will shew that these words, “This is My Body given 
for you, This is My Blood shed for you,” do prove, that 
Christ gave, or offered the Bread and Wine to God, as 
His mysterious Body and Blood: and (2.) that He com- 
manded His Apostles to do the same. [See this more 
illustrated in Introduction to Part the Second.] 
From our Now in order to prove the first point, I take it for granted, 
cavities * that when our Saviour says, “This is My Body given,” by 
ee athe ‘given’ He means offered, or sacrificed to God. This is a 
bevov. thing very plain in itself, and is, nay, must be acknowledged 
by all. When He said, “Take, eat,’ He gave His sacra- 
mental Body ‘to’ His Disciples; when He adds “ given. 
for you,’ He must mean given or offered in sacrifice to 
God ‘for’ them. The giving His Body ‘to’ His Apostles, 
and giving it ‘for’ them, are two things perfectly distinct. 
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His putting It into their hands or mouths, was not giving 
His Body for them; this was an action performed to the 
Apostles: His giving, or offering It for them, was an ac- 
tion directed to God; which as it is very plain in itself, so 


SECT. 
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it is expressly taught us by St. Paul; “for Christ,” says he, Eph. v. 2. 


‘has given Himself for us, an offermg and sacrifice to God°.” 
{ Whatever is offered to God is said very often in Scripture 
to be given to Him. And in a particular manner all sacri- 
fices are frequently called gifts; and the most eminent and 
valuable Sacrifice that ever was presented to God is most 
justly expressed by this word ; which, though small in sound, 
is very big in signification. It imports Christ’s free voluntary 
resigning His own most precious Body and Blood to God the 
Father as a ransom and Sacrifice for the sins of men. ] 

I take it for certain and indisputable, that the Body here 
spoken of was now actually given, yielded, offered to God by 
our Saviour, as a Priest according to the order of Melchisedec. 
The three Evangelists before mentioned, and St. Paul, do 
every one of them speak in the present tense, dud0uevov, Luke 
xxii. 19, cA@pevor, 1 Cor. xi. 24, Exyuvopevov, Matt. xxvi. 28, 
Mark xiv. 24, Luke xxii. 20; the Spirit, by Which they wrote, 
directed them all with an unanimous harmony to represent 
our Saviour as now performing the most solemn act of His 
Melchisedecian priesthood ; and, therefore, as offering His 
Body and Blood to.God, under the symbols of Bread and 
Wine. It is well known by all that are not perfect strangers 
to the Hebrew and Hellenistic diction, that the strongest and 
most strict way they have of expressing the time present, is 
by a participle of that tense. This way of expressing Himself 
our Saviour uses; and all the four holy writers, who give us 
the history of the institution, do agree in using this present 
participle ; and do therefore most gloriously conspire to teach 
us this truth, that our Saviour did now actually offer Him- 
self to God, under the representatives of Bread broken and 
Wine poured out. The rankest Deist, I apprehend, will scarce 
be able to persuade himself, that four writers should all by 
mere chance, in describing the same action, use the same 


¢ “ And if we duly consider this par- | judgment, the rest inevitably follows.” 
ticular, which can be denied by none, [First Ed.] 
that do not want common sense and 
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CHAP. tense, and yet use it in the stead of another tense; that they 
should all speak of the same thing as done in the present 
instant of time, and yet mean, that it was to be done some 
considerable time after. What then can we think of those 
Christians, who can believe, that these holy penmen were all 
moved by the Holy Ghost to speak improperly, concerning an 
action of the greatest moment; and, particularly, to say, that 
it was done now, at this instant moment of time; when yet 
they believed, and knew, that it was yet to be done; that 
twenty hours were to pass before it was to be completed? If 
indeed one or two of these inspired writers had represented 
our Saviour as speaking in the present tense, and the others 
had expressed it in the future, our adversaries might have had 
some umbrage for saying, that the two former were to be 
interpreted by the two latter; but that they had no regard to 
grammatical niceties, nor are we to build any thing upon 
such uncertain bottoms. But when every one of those holy 
penmen, who give us the minutes of this action, which was 
one of the most considerable that ever He did, and which is 
related by four of them, do all say, that our Saviour said, “is 
given,” or “broken,” “is shed;” I cannot think it becomes wise 
or modest men to pretend to correct these holy writers, as if 
they knew the meaning of Christ’s words better than they who 
were present, when they were spoken. It is therefore pre- 
posterous to tell us, that by is we are to understand shall 
be. Nor have our adversaries any pretence for giving so un- 
natural a sense to these words. They tell you, it is the present 
ténse for the future ; and if you ask, upon what grounds this 
is said, they have nothing to reply but this, viz. That 
Christ’s Body was not in any sense given, or offered to God, 
until It was crucified. Which is to take that for granted, 
which my reader sees, was denied by the ancient Fathers. 
[What if some few MSS., and the old Italic translation, and 
St. Cyprian, and the translator of Irenzus, and the canon of 
the mass in the Church of Rome, say “ shall be given, shall be 
shed?” Those can be of no weight, when laid in the scale 
against the concurrent authority of most and the best of the 
Greek books.] Nor does the Scripture give any countenance 
to our adversaries, while they would persuade us, that Christ’s 
oblation was performed on the cross only. The four histories 
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of the institution plainly declare, that Christ’s Body was SECT. 
given, or sacrificed in the Eucharist ; nor is there one word z 
in all the New Testament, that can be urged in contradiction 
toit. Christ is often said to have “ given Himself for us ;” but 
that by this phrase is meant nothing but His dying for us 
upon the cross, we are nowhere told; and since He Himself 
has informed us, that in the Eucharist His Body was given, 
His Blood shed for us, we have just reason to believe Him. 
He is sometimes said to have “borne our sins ;” and that this 
was done upon the cross, that the mactation was there per- 
formed, is not disputed. It is said, that “Christ was once Heb. ix. 28. 
offered, to bear the sins of many.” And that the oblation 
was but one is a most certain apostolical truth; and yet they, 
who limit this one oblation to the six hours’ time during 
which He hung upon the cross, are destitute of any proof 
from Scripture. That the Sacrifice was not finished until 
our Saviour expired on the cross, nay, until He entered into 
the Holy of Holies, even heaven itself, is evident enough; nor 
is it less evident, that He began this sacrificial solemnity by 
offering His own Body and Blood, when He instituted the 
Eucharist. Christ indeed bore the punishment of “ our sin 1 Pet. xi.24 
in His own” natural “ Body on the tree.” But when St. Paul, 
as above cited, says, “He was offered to bear the sins of many ;” 
it is manifest, that there was an oblation previous to the suf- 
ferings, or ‘ bearing’ there mentioned ; as when the Apostle 
says, in the 26th verse of that chapter, that Christ “ appeared 
once to put away sin,” His appearing was before His putting 
away ; so when he says here, that He was “once offered to 
bear,’ He must in some sense ‘offer’ Himself, before He could 
be capable of ‘bearing; and it is evident, that His crucifixion 
was a consequence of His offering Himself; and this is the 
full of what St. Paul says, viz. that “ Christ was not often to Heb. ix. 25. 
offer Himself; for then He must often have suffered;”’ He oe 
offered Himself but once, and therefore suffered but once. 
He began this oblation in the Eucharist, and continued it on 
the cross. Nothing but His death could be a satisfaction for 
our sins; and this was actually accomplished on the cross: 
and this death of His was never to be repeated; it was the 
effect of His personal oblation of Himself, which He began 
in the Eucharist ; and since He was but once to offer, He was 
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but once to die. [See much more of this in Introduction to 
Part Second. | 

It seems clear to me, that the one personal oblation, per- 
formed by our Saviour Himself, is not to be confined to any 
one instant of time; but commenced with the Paschal so- 
lemnity, and was finished at His ascension into heaven, there 
to appear in the presence of God for us. And if our adver- 
saries will restrain the oblation to the cross alone, then they 
must exclude Christ’s sacerdotal entry into heaven as the 
holy of holies, and say, that the oblation was finished before 
the Blood of the Sacrifice was brought into the most holy 
place, and there offered, contrary to what the Apostle teaches 
us, and therefore few, I suppose, will presume thus far. And 
if it was consistent with the one oblation, to be made in the 
Holy of Holies as well as on the Altar, in heaven, as well as 
on the cross; then I cannot conceive, why the oblation made 
in the Eucharist should make the oblation cease to be one, 
any more than the double offering it on the cross and in the 
Holy of Holies, already mentioned. If our adversaries will 
needs have it, that the sacerdotal act of oblation was mstan- 
taneous and transient, and performed on the cross only; I 
am pretty confident, they will find no proof of this simgular 
opinion. That the mactation and satisfaction was made and 
done upon the cross ; that the substantial Sacrifice of Christ’s 
natural Body was there once for all yielded to God the Father, 
is owned on all hands. But my imgenious reader will dis- 
tinguish between the mactation, and the sacerdotal act or act 
of oblation ; and though the former belongs to the cross only, 
yet this cannot truly be affirmed of the other: if our adver- 
saries will have it, that Christ never acted as a sacrificing 
Priest here on earth, but in His crucifixion ; they must first 
prove, that He did not solemnly give His sacramental Body 
to God; and then they must produce some cogent argument, 
whereby to make it appear, that He did upon the cross, by an 
internal act of His mind, if not in express words, make a 
sacerdotal oblation of Himself, which I conceive will be a 
very hard task; that He did so in the Eucharist, is clear. 

If it could be proved, that our Saviour offered Himself on 
the cross only; it would from thence follow, that in this one 
oblation He did not at all act as a Priest according to the 
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order of Melchisedec. For Melchisedec, as the ancients ob- SECT. 
serve, is never reported to have offered a bloody sacrifice ; if 
he offered any, which will not admit of a dispute, it was a 
sacrifice of bread and wine, as a prefiguration of the grand 
Sacrifice. And if, therefore, our Saviour did ever make an 
oblation according to the order of Melchisedec; He must 
have done it in the same materials, and therefore in the 
Eucharist. And from this my reader will observe, how much 
more agreeable the notions of the Fathers were, who believed 
that Christ blessed the spiritual progeny of Abraham, as 
Melchisedec did the father of the faithful, by an oblation of 
Bread and Wine; than the notions of those, who must assert, 
if they will discourse consistently with their own hypothesis, 
that though our Saviour was a Priest. according to the order 
of Melchisedec ; yet in the main point of the priestly office, 
that is, sacrifice, there was no correspondence between them. 
In a word, it is agreed, that Melchisedec typified the Priest- 
hood of Christ in blessing Abraham, and that the foundation 
of all the blessings conferred on Abraham and his spiritual 
posterity, was the mactation of Christ’s natural Body. | It is 
evident, that the way of deriving the merits of Christ to 
particular persons, or imparting benedictions to them, has 
always been by Sacrifice. It is clear, that Melchisedec’s 
priesthood was a sacrificing priesthood; but there is no 
probability, that he offered bloody sacrifices, but bread and 
wine only; and that therefore in such a sacrifice he im- 
parted a benediction to Abraham; and by consequence, that 
our Saviour, as a Priest of the same order, did intend to 
confer benedictions on the people, as Melchisedec did on 
Abraham ; and therefore performed the sacerdotal oblation 
in Bread and Wine. And here, as has been proved, we have 
the judgment of the ancients with us; who do generally 
assert, that Christ did offer Bread and Wine in the Eucharist, 
and offered them as a Melchisedecian priest, and as symbols of 
His Body and Blood ; and that in, and by these symbols, He 
did mysteriously devote His natural Body to suffer according 
to the will of God; and this is a certain proof, that the 
Fathers took ‘ given,’ not only as expressing, but as meaning 
and intending the time then present. Let the Papists then 
go on with their dabitur and effundetur, “shall be given,” 
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“shall be shed;” and it fits their notion well enough, who 


——— believe that the same Body and Blood was substantially of- 


fered in the Eucharist and on the cross; but let Protestants 
stick close to the primitive Church, and to the Evangelists, 
and to Christ Jesus Himself; Who undoubtedly declared, 
that in that very instant of time, in which He celebrated the 
original Eucharist, He did at once offer, or give to God Bread 
and Wine, and gave them as a pledge and earnest of the 
natural Body and Blood, which was soon after yielded to 
God on the cross. But to make this matter more clear if 
possible, I will propose two questions. 

(1.) What is That which Christ here calls His Body and 
Blood? And here all antiquity, as we shall soon see, and the 
greatest part of Protestants, but especially the Church of 
England, give in their unanimous. answer, that It is conse- 
crated Bread and Wine. | 

(2.) The other question is, What is That of which Christ 
here says, that It is. given, or offered to God? And yet it 
seems strange to me, that this should be a question with 
those, who believe that Christ here calls Bread His Body, 
Wine His Blood; for certainly if this Bread, of which our 
Saviour speaks, is His Body, then this Bread is also given to 
God, if our Saviour speak according to the common rules of 
construction ; for the Bread and the Body of Christ are here 
the same thing. For no other Body of Christ could be eaten, 
no other Body of Christ had yet been substantially offered to 
God. The argument used by Protestants to prove that what 
Christ gave to His Apostles, and what they received, was 
Bread, runs thus: What He took, That He blessed ; what He 
blessed, That He brake; what He brake, That He gave ; what 
He gave, That they received; therefore what they received 
was Bread: for that was what He took. But there are some 
words omitted in this induction, viz. “My Body given for 
you;” and therefore I must take leave to add, what He gave 
was His Body; what was His Body, was given for them; 
what was given for them, was given to them; what was given 
to them they received, therefore what they received was 
Bread, actually offered to God as His (sacramental) Body. 
And this is to be applied to the Wine, mutatis mutandis. 
And indeed St. Luke so expresses our Saviour’s words at ~ 
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the delivery of the Cup, that * poured out’ cannot be under- 


SECT. 
Ve 


stood to belong to the natural Blood of Christ, but to the re- ——~— 


presentative Blood, or the Wine. This cannot be perceived 
by reading our translation; but the words grammatically 
rendered are these, “This cup poured out for you,” or offered 
as a libation to God for you, “is the New Testament,” or 
covenant “in My Blood:” for éxyuvvopevov, being a nomi- 
native, cannot agree with afar, which is in the dative; but 
our adversaries will rather make St. Luke guilty of a sole- 
cism, than allow that he could speak so decisively against 
their notions: for this is their way of dealing with the holy 
writers upon this occasion. I desire my reader further to 
observe, that when I vary ‘poured out,’ by those words ‘ offered 
as a libation,’ I had an eye not only to truth, but to Mr. 
Calvin, who in his “ Harmony on the Gospels,” says, that 
our Saviour made a libation with the cup, and:that “it used 
so to be done in sacrifices*.”  O si sic omnia! It is certain 
to a demonstration, that all the other particulars are predi- 
cated of the Bread and Wine; it is certain, in particular, that 
when He says, “This [Bread] is My Body,” Body is predi- 
cated of the Bread; and it must be a strange sleight that can 
grant the word “Body” to be so predicated ; yet when we come 
to the next word “ given,” we must find another subject for 
it. For it is to be observed, that this proposition, “ This 
{ Bread] is My Body,” is false, if meant of His natural Body, 
which could not be eaten; it must therefore be meant of His 
sacramental Body, and therefore of His sacramental Body it 
is also said, that It is “given for us.” 

But I may be told that our Saviour’s meaning is, “ This 


© [ Quia Lucas’ bis porrectum a 
Christo calicem memorat, quzrendum 
est primo loco sitne repetitio (ut inter- 
dum Evangeliste bis rem unam dicere 
solent) an vero Christus, postquam ex 
calice libaverat, hoc idem secundo ite- 
raverit. Quod posterius mihi veri- 
simile est. Scimus enim solennem 
in sacrificiis libandi ritum observatum 
fuisse a sanctis Patribus. Unde illud 
Psalmi exvi. ver. 13, ‘Calicem salutis 
accipiam, et nomen Domini invocabo,’ 
Itaque non dubito, Christum ex more 
vetusto libasse in sacro convivio, quod 
rite peragi aliter non poterat: idque 


diserte refert Lucas antequam ad novi 
mysterii narrationem descendat: cujus 
ratio distincta est ab Agno Paschali. 
Hoe quoque ex recepto solennique usu 
fuit, quod gratias egisse nominatim di- 
citur Aecepto calice. Nam initio Cene 
precatum fuisse non dubito, ut nun- 
quam sine Dei invocatione ad mensam 
accedere solitus est. Sed nunc rur- 
sum eodem officio defungi voluit, ne 
ceremoniam omitteret quam sacre 
libationi fuisse annexam nuper os- 
tendi.’,-—-Calvin. Harmonia Evangel., 
p. 821. Ed. Geneve. 1595. ] 
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CHAP. [Bread] is [a symbol of] My Body given for you;” to 





which I answer, 

(1.) That though I do allow this to be true in some sense, 
which will hereafter be seen; yet I do not think it fair, first to 
suppose that our Saviour meant the words in our sense, and 
then to build arguments upon that supposition. 

(2.) I answer, that this will not at all clear the pomt under 
debate; for supposing the words stood, as just now repre- 
sented, in the English tongue, yet the question is, how our — 
Saviour and the Evangelists would have expressed it im the 
Greek, that is, whether it would have been todro éott cbp- 
Boxrov tod cHpatos Mov S1So0pévov, or didduevov ; or whether 
the meaning of those English words should be, “ This is a 
symbol of My natural Body, which natural Body is given for 
you;” or whether it should be, “This is a symbol of My 
natural Body, which symbol is given for you.” If it were to 
be expressed in the first manner, it might seem favourable to 
them that may make this allegation; and yet in reality it 
must be against them; for so long as the participle is in the 
present tense, the Body must be now given; and if the Bread 
was a symbol of the Body which was given, while our Saviour 
was alive, it is certain that That Body was not yet substan- 
tially given, but only symbolically ; and if symbolically, then 
under the pledges or symbols of Bread and Wine; and if it 
was given or offered under the pledges of Bread and Wine, 
then the Bread and Wine must be offered; and if they were 
not then offered, it could not be said that our Saviour’s Body 
was then in any sense given to God: if in the latter, it would 
be directly against them. But it is vain for any man to 
assume to himself the liberty of determining positively, which 
manner of exposition our Saviour would have thought most 
proper; and to say the least of it, it is begging the question, 
for any man to assert peremptorily that it ought to be varied 
according to his own sentiments. 

(3.) I answer, the most safe and just way of proceeding is 
to reason upon the words as they stand in the text; and I 
apprehend that neither of these modes of expression would 
have come up to our Saviour’s meaning and intention; for 
it appears, by His using the present tense, that His design 
was not to say, “ This is a symbol of My natural Body now 
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given for you;” because this was not yet actually given ; nor 


only to say, “This symbol of My Body is given for you:” . 


for it has been shewed that He intended somewhat more, 
viz. under this symbol actually to resign His Body to the 
cross, there to be slain. And further it will appear ere long, 
that the Eucharistical Bread is somewhat more than a type, 
or symbol; that it is Christ’s Body in power and effect, 
though not in substance; and therefore fitly presented to 
God as a pledge and earnest. And this may indeed be suffi- 
ciently inferred from our Saviour’s choosing to express Him- 
self in these words rather than any other. For it savours of 
impiety, to suppose that our blessed Lord, in speaking on so 
extraordinary a subject, did not make choice of the most apt 
and adequate words, whereby to let His disciples into- His 
meaning; and He did so express Himself, that in many 
hundred years after His ascension the main body of Chris- 
tians throughout the world, however they differed in other 
particulars, yet had no disputes about this. 

__ Thus the reader may see, that the main stress of the dis- 
pute lies in effect in this single question, Whether our 
Saviour did offer His Body and Blood in the Eucharist ; to 
which our Saviour’s express answer is, “This Bread is My 
Body now given for you: This Wine is My Blood now shed 
for you.” Our adversaries, to shift off this, tell us, our 
Saviour used one tense, but meant another; He said, “is 
given,” He meant, “shall be given ;” and further, they will 
not allow the word ‘ given’ to be applied to His sacramental 
Body, though every word in the sentence, excepting that, is 
by them acknowledged to belong to that Body. Now this is 
perfectly precarious and evasive; and because our adversaries 
will not be convinced with the most plain, natural, obvious 
construction of the words, we have no means left us but to 
refer our cause to the arbitration of the most competent, dis- 
interested, and uncorrupted judges, the primitive Fathers 
and councils, and the earliest liturgies, that are now in being; 
and they do unanimously, whenever they have occasion to 
speak of this matter, pronounce in favour of us; and I am 
bold to say, that none of them ever said the contrary. They 
say indeed that they have no such sacrifices as the Jews and 
heathen had, offered by blood and fire; but those very 


SECT. 
lL 





170 THAT CHRIST SACRIFICED 


CHAP. Fathers do upon occasion assert the unbloody Sacrifice; and 





if this be not sufficient tv establish this doctrine in the opinion 
of all equal judges, we know not what will. We know that 
nothing can be so plainly and decisively expressed by any 
writer, in relating a matter of fact, but that cunning men, by 
virtue of some fetch, or by pretending that the expression is 
figurative, may evade the sense and meaning of the author; 
and especially if they may be allowed to affirm at discretion, 
that one tense is used for another ; that the writer for instance 
uses the present, but means the preterperfect, or future. For 
though it is owned that such enallages do sometimes occur, 
yet no man, that has not some turn to serve, will suppose any 
such figure used by his author, when a fair account can be 
given of the words, without any such supposition; and, our 
adversaries in this case have no pretence for an enallage, but 
only this, that they must either assert such a figure to be here 
used, or else for ever abandon their cause. But neither are we 
destitute of other proof from the words of institution ; for, 
(2.) Whatever Christ did Himself, the same He com- 
manded us to do. If therefore He offered His own sacra- 
mental Body and Blood in the Eucharist, He has positively 
commanded us to do the same; and we are without excuse, 
if we do wilfully and designedly omit it. Having therefore 
before shewed that Christ did here make an oblation, it 
inevitably follows, that we must do so too, taking those 
words, “Do this in remembrance of Me,” in the sense, 
which .our adversaries themselves put upon them; but we 
affirm further, that the word croveZv, when joined with a noun 
that signifies any thing proper to be offered to God, does 
very often signify to offer, or present to the Divine Majesty, 
by way of sacrifice. Dr. Hickes, in his “ Christian Priest-— 
hood,” has produced a very great number of proofs to this 
purpose, from p. 58 to 68; and when our Saviour says of 
the Cup, todto mroveite éoaxis av wivynte, it cannot in strict- 
ness be otherwise rendered than, “Offer this as oft as ye 
drink it.” For it is certain, that zroveire affects rodro, in 
the same manner that wivnre affects it; and that therefore 
we are to ‘do,’ or ‘make’ what we ‘ drink,’ or else we are to 
offer it; and since we cannot be, in any propriety of speech, 
said to make or to do the Cup in the Eucharist, it remains, — 


CS «oc___”” i _1.. 


a iy = Doel aie a! fh 


IN THE EUCHARIST. 171 


that we are to offer it; for that todro has zrotijpov for its SECT 


antecedent, is evident from this, that we cannot be said to 
‘drink’ any thing there spoken of, but the Cup only. See 
* Propitiatory Oblation,” p. 33. And lest my reader should 
not have the “ Christian Priesthood” at hand, thereby to be 
convinced that zrovety has this signification, I will only just 
mention the places which are there referred to, viz. Herodotus, 
lib. i. c. exxxi. exxxii; the LXX Greek translators, Exod. 
xxix. 36. 38, 39; x. 25; Levit. iv. 20; vi. 22; ix. 7.16. 22; 
xiv. 19. 30; xvii. 9; xxiii. 12; Deut. xvi. 1; 1 Kings viii. 64; 
Xvili. 23. 25, 26. 29, (the words are not in the Hebrew ;) 
2 Kings x. 21]. 24, 25; 2 Chron. xxx. 1, 2; xxxv. 1; Ezra vi. 
19; Numb. ix. 2; Josh. v. 10; 2 Kings xxii. 21; 2 Chron. 
xxxy. 17,18, 19; Psalm Ixv. 19; Baruch i. 10; Heb. xi. 28; 
1 Tim. 1.1. The same is proved from Justin Martyr, Chry- 
sostom, the Constitutions, &c. . 

I must also remind my reader, that the word ’Avdurnors, 
“memorial,” which is rendered by the English translators 
*‘yremembrance,” is a sacrificial word; and is by the LXX 
translators applied to the offering the shew-bread, which was 
a most plain type of the Christian Sacrifice, Levit. xxiv. 6, 7. 
And itis from this text of the LXX that the ancient Fathers 
aud Liturgists take the word poxe/ueva, which I commonly 
have rendered “lying in open view;” and this shew-bread 
is, in the text now cited, expressly called ‘‘an offering of 
the Lord.” And it is well known, that the memorial was 
the most essential part of the oblation; indeed, no part of it 
but this was directly presented to God bya solemn act of ob- 
lation; but the whole sacrifice was rendered operative and 
beneficial, by virtue of this memorial ; as you may see, Levit. ii. 
And we do not pretend,that im the Eucharist the substantial 


- Body of Christ is offered, (that we leave to the Papists); but 


only, that we offer the sacramental Body and Blood, as a me- 
morial of the natural; not as a cold remembrance, but as a 
powerful, efficacious, prevalent oblation. 

There is in the Apostolical Constitutions an observable 
passage, which I cannot but recommend to my reader’s 
perusal on this occasion’; “Do ye,” say the Constitutions, 
“on our Saviour’s resurrection offer that Sacrifice, which 
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CHAP. Christ gave you in charge, by us [the Apostles,] saying, 


Il. 


‘ Offer this for a memorial of Me.’” If we turn the last words, 
“Do this in remembrance of Me,” it will not be easy to see, 
how they could suppose, that a Sacrifice was here enjoined, 
taking the words apart from those that are before; I there- 
fore turn them in that sense, in which I suppose the Con- 
stitutions understood them, and by this means their way of 
expressing themselves is very intelligible. There is, I own, 
another supposition, upon which this conclusion may be 
drawn from the words, as usually translated, “Do this in 
remembrance of Me;” the supposition is, that our Saviour, 
in the foregoing words, had declared the Bread and Wine 
given to God, as His representative Body and Blood; for 
if our Saviour did declare, in the former sentence, that 
His Body was actually offered, (as I have proved He did); 
then it is confessed, that it was sufficient for Him to say, 
“Do this,” that is, offer Bread and Wine, as I have done. 
And let our adversaries choose which of the two they please; 
for upon either of the suppositions the doctrine of the Sacri- 
fice is effectually established. And I persuade myself, that 
with all impartial readers, both will be thought more than 
suppositions ; and that our adversaries will find them so by 
their own experience, if they think fit to try their skill sia 
strength upon them. 

That this was not only the notion of him, or them, who 
drew these Constitutions, but of St. Paul himself, will seem 
very probable to him that reads with attention 1 Cor. x. 
16—21: where the Apostle, having cautioned the people 
against idolatry, that is, eating meats offered to idols in the 
heathen temples, proceeds to prove, that by eating such 


‘meats, they honoured and communicated with those false 


gods, to whom they were offered: and to make this good, 
he runs a parallel between things offered to the true God, 
and things offered to idols. He begins with the Chris- 
tian Eucharist, and asks, ver. 16, whether “the Cup there 
blessed were not the communion of the Blood of Christ, and 
the Bread there broken, the communion of the Body of 
Christ?” he must take it for granted, that this Eucha- 
ristical Cup and Bread had been offered to God: for other- 
wise the parallel is lost: for the Apostle’s argument pro- — 
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ceeds thus; viz. the Bread and Cup in the Sacrament is 
the eating and drinking of a Sacrifice, as the banquets in 
the heathen temples are; and by partaking of the Sacri- 
fice, we communicate with one another, and with that God 
to Whom the Sacrifice is offered: “For we,” says St. Paul, 
“beimg many are one Bread and one Body, for we are all 
partakers of that one Bread,” or “loaf;’ and so united to 
God, and Christ Jesus, and each other, by partaking of that 
one Sacrifice: and that St. Paul supposes what was eaten 
and drunk to have been first offered, appears further, by the 
following instance, ver. 18, “ Behold Israel after the flesh,” 
or the Jewish people; and “are not they who eat of the 
sacrifices” offered by them, reputed to be “partakers of,” 
or “guests at,” their “ Altar ;” and so to communicate with 
that God, to Whom the sacrifices are offered, as well as with 
those men, who eat together with them? St. Paul applies 
both these instances to the case of eating heathen sacrifices 
in the idol temple, ver. 20, in those words, viz. “I say that 
the things, which the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to 
devils, and not to God,’ as the Christians do in their 
Eucharist, and the Jews in their temple service; and I would 
not “that ye should have fellowship with devils,’ by eat- 
ing things offered to them, as Christians and Jews com- 
municate with the true God, by eating things offered to 
Him. And this the Apostle speaks yet more clearly in the 
21st verse, “Ye cannot” consistently “drink the Cup of 
the Lord, and the cup of devils ;” that is, the Wine offered 
to the true God in the Eucharist, and that libated to the 
false gods in the heathen temples; “‘ Ye cannot” consistently 
*“be partakers of,” or guests at, “the Lord’s Table,” or Altar, 
“and the table” or altar “of devils.” For I suppose it is as 
evident, that the Cup of the Lord, here mentioned, had 
been offered in honour to Him, as that the cup of devils 
had been offered in honour to them; and that the Table of 
the Lord denotes an Altar erected for His worship, as the 
table of devils denotes an altar raised for the worship of 
devils; for by the table of devils you cannot justly under- 
stand feasting tables distinct from the Altar; because to “ be 
partakers of the table” in this verse, is parallel to that of 
being “partakers of the Altar,’ ver. 18: and from hence 
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CHAP. we might conclude, that the “Table of the Lord” is a phrase 
ll. signifying His Altar, if we had no other proof of it. 





And that this is the true state of the Apostle’s argument, 
I allege the authority of Dr. Whitby himself, who introduces 
St. Paul thus explaining himself (in the last paragraph of his 
annotation upon ver. 21.) ‘This I say to complete this argu- 
ment, and to render the sacrifice offered to idols parallel to 
those of Christians, and of Jews; that as these are offered 
to the honour of Christ and of the God of Israel, so the 
things which the Gentiles sacrificed they sacrificed to devils 
and not to Gods.” I would not have my reader from hence 
conclude, that the doctor is a friend to the Christian Sacri- 
fice; (he has sufficiently declared the contrary;) but only 
desire him to observe the force of Divine truth, which will 
sometimes make its way into the eyes of men though they 
wink never so hard. 

It may seem a just objection against what is here offered, 
that the Cup and Bread, ver. 16, are simply called the com- 
munion of Christ’s Blood and Body, and not of His Blood 
shed, and of His Body given for us, as at other places: for if 
those words had been added, the argument had been plain 
and obvious to all. But to this I answer, 

I. That St. Paul frequently speaks elliptically; nay, he 
does so in this very chapter; the word ‘water’ is clearly 
omitted, ver. 4, for not the rock itself but “the water which 
flowed out of the rock followed the Israelites in the wilder- 
ness ;” as, I suppose, everybody will allow. Another remark- 
able ellipsis occurs, ver. 7, for to prove that some of the 
people were idolaters, he cites those words, Exod. xxxii. 6, 
“the people sat down to eat, and drink, and rose up to play :” 
he takes no notice, that what they eat had first been offered 
to the golden calf, to whom they had erected an altar, and 
offered burnt-offerings, and brought peace-offerings, as ap- 
pears by the words immediately foregoing: and this is an 
ellipsis of the same sort with that, ver. 16, where he mentions 
not the bread and wine as offered to God, ver. 7, he takes no 
notice, that what the people eat had been sacrificed to the calf. 

2. The reason of his using an ellipsis, ver. 7, and ver. 16, 
seems to have been one and the same, viz. that the history of 
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the golden calf, and [that] of the institution of the Eucharist, 
were so well known to the Corinthian communicants, that he 
thought it needless minutely and verbatim to rehearse them : 
and if either were known to them better than the other, it 
was certainly the institution of the Eucharist; for they had 
it rehearsed to them once a week at furthest. St. Paul’s 
chief aim was to prove, that men cannot eat, or partake of 
things offered to a God, whether a true or false one, but he 
must be supposed to intend this eating or participation done 
in honour to that God, and with a design to communicate 
with Him: the eating or partaking being the main thing he 
had in his view, whereby he intended to convince those loose 
Corinthians of their sin, in eating of things sacrificed to 
idols; he did not think it necessary always to repeat the 
circumstance of its being offered before it was eaten. And 
since it is evident, that he does not mention, ver. 7, the 


oblation of the peace-offerings upon which the Israelites . 


feasted, we are not to wonder, that he omits in the sixteenth 
verse the oblation of the Body and Blood of Christ: but in 
the twenty-first verse he does as strongly intimate, that the 
Cup in the Eucharist was offered in honour of Christ, as that 
the cup in the idol feasts had been offered to devils. I think 
more need not be said to shew, that he does as necessarily 
imply the offering of the latter, as of the former; and that 
without this supposition the pertinence and consequence of 
the Apostle’s reasonings are not to be perceived. 

Thus, I conceive, I have fully established the doctrine of 
the Sacrifice, not only from the monuments of the primitive 
Church, but from the words of Christ Jesus Himself, and of 
His Apostle St. Paul. And I must continue of this opinion, 
till I am convinced by some direct evidence from Scripture, 
that Christ did at any other time or place here on earth, 
perform any sacerdotal act of oblation; that Christ’s Body 
was substantially sacrificed on the cross, must be acknow- 
ledged by all; but by “sacrificed on the cross,’ we must 
then mean, that He was slain as an expiatory victim, and not 
that He offered Himself as a Melchisedecian Priest: for He 
declares, that He did this in the Eucharist: for “‘ This,” says 
He, “is My Body given” to God “ for you.” 

And though we ought in every Eucharist to do what Christ 
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did; yet we are not to do it in all respects, with the same 
ends and designs that He did. The chief end, or primary 
intention, which Christ seems to have had in the celebration 
of the first Eucharist, was to devote and resign Himself up 
to God, as a Sacrifice for the life of the world, and to insti- 
tute a perpetual commemoration of It: but we do neither the 
one, nor the other. We do not offer the Body of Christ in 
order to It’s being crucified ; but as a memorial of It’s having 
been thus devoted to crucifixion, or mactation, now long since 
past. We do not institute either a Sacrament, or a Sacrifice ; 
but put in practice the institution made so many hundred 
years since by Christ Himself. We have a parallel to this in 
the Paschal type: for the original sacrifice of the lamb in 
the land of Egypt was chiefly designed for propitiating the 
Divine Majesty, in order to avert that judgment (viz. the 
death of the first-born) from the Israelites, which befell the 
Egyptians, and to be the pattern of the Paschal sacrifice to 
the Jews in all succeeding generations; but the annual pass- 
over, though it were as truly a sacrifice as the original, was 
rather a commemoration of the deliverance of the Israelites 
from that calamity, than an apotreptic sacrifice ; and was not 
intended as an institution, but as a continuation of the pass- 
over; though it was propitiatory, as well as other sacrifices. © 

[And thus I have beyond all just contradiction proved, 
that Jesus performed the office of a sacrificing Priest, when 
He first instituted the Holy Communion; and that He at the 
same time ordained His Apostles and their successors to suc- 
ceed Him in that sacred office; and whether Melchisedec’s 
priesthood were a type of Christ’s in offering bread or wine 
or not (of which, I believe, few impartial readers will doubt), 
yet that in thus offering a meal-sacrifice He fulfilled the pre- 
figuration of the pontifical sacrifice” offered under the law, 
and that He intended the latter as well as the former to be a 
perpetual daily Sacrifice, will be granted me, by all that are 
not very hard to be convinced. | 

It is true, our adversaries have an effectual answer to all 
this, and whatever else can be said in defence of the Sacrifice 
of the Eucharist; and that is, that all Sacrifice is abolished 
by Jesus Christ. Our adversaries do never speak with more 


h See Levit. vi. 20—22; and ch. i. sect. 1. of this book moa ab initio. 
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assurance, than under this head; and they think they may sECT. 
very well spare themselves the pains of an argument to prove ; 
this, when they have vulgar prejudice on their side; and in 
truth this is the only proof they have. Christ is nowhere 
said to have abolished Sacrifice. Nay, I am bold to say, that 
there is not a text in Scripture, that can in the eyes of any 
judicious man seem to countenance our adversaries in such 
an assertion. The only passage in the New Testament,that may 
seem to look this way, is that [wherein] St. Paul transcribes the 
words of David from Psalm the fortieth, and represents Christ 
as saying, “ Sacrifice and offermg Thou wouldest not; but a Heb. x. 
Body hast Thou prepared Me: in burnt-offerings and sacri- sity 
fices for sin Thou hast had no pleasure; then said I, Lo, I 
come to offer the delightful thing, or Sacrifice, O God— 
Above, when He said, Sacrifice and burnt-offermg, and 
offering for sin Thou wouldest not, neither hadst pleasure 
therein, which are offered by the law; then, said He, Lo, I 
come to offer the delightful thing, or Sacrifice, O God: He 
taketh away the first, that He may establish the second,” 
that is, He taketh away sacrifice and burnt-offering and 
offering for sin, “ which are offered by the law of Moses :” 
for the Apostle expressly tells us, that He meant no other 
sacrifices; and that the Mosaical sacrifices are abolished, we 
all gratefully acknowledge; but that the delightful Sacrifice, 
the prepared or consecrated Body is abolished, our adver- 
saries themselves will not dare to say. And we have seen 
several of the Fathers expressly interpreting these words, of 
the Eucharistical Sacrifice, offered by Christ Jesus the night 
before He suffered, and this Sacrifice He has commanded to 
be perpetuated until His second coming. So that I cannot 
apprehend, that they have the appearance of any word in the 
Holy Scripture for so bold an assertion as this, that all Sacri- 
fice is abolished by Christ: and we have heard the ancientest 
of the Fathers, Irenzeus, Justin Martyr, nay, Ignatius, and 
St. Clement of Rome, affirming the contrary. And as for 
my construction of the phrase Td OéAnpa Trovetv, by “ offering 
the acceptable thing, or Sacrifice,” I elsewhere account for 
it. {But I shall speak more of this in the Second Part. ] 

The only specious objection against the doctrine of the Objection 
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ee drawn from the ninth and tenth chapters of the Epistle to 
ae = the Hebrews ; viz. that Christians are said to be “sanctified” 
10.14.. and “perfected” by the one Sacrifice offered by Christ in 
person; and especially, that since ‘ remission of sin” is ob- 
chap.x. tained by Christ’s once offering Himself, therefore “now 
12. 18. ; 
there remaineth no more sacrifice, or offering for sin.” Now 
to this I answer, 

1. That the most that can be argued from these passages, 
taken in the sense of those who make these objections, is, 
that the Eucharist cannot be a piacular or expiatory victim ; 
that there is no occasion for any sacrifice but that of the 
cross, for the taking away the guilt and punishment of sin. 
And let us at present grant this; yet it will not from thence 
follow, that it is not a Sacrifice of thanksgiving properly so 
called, in which Bread and Wine are offered as the repre- 
sentatives of the Body and Blood of Christ, and as testimonies 
of our gratitude to God, for the redemption of the world by 
Christ Jesus. For if the Apostle had in express terms de- 
clared, that the Eucharist is no sacrifice for sin; yet no 
rational man would from thence infer, that it is not a ma- 
terial Sacrifice of praise. The very same thing may be said 
of the Passover, that it was no sin-offering, not primarily, at 
least, intended for the expiation of guilt; and yet we cannot 
doubt, but that it was a Sacrifice properly so called, unless we 
will contradict the Scriptures. And indeed the very name 
Eucharist imports what is so called to be principally, and in 
the first place, a Sacrifice of praise. And if we consider it as 
such, we must be forced to own at the same time, that it is 
such a Sacrifice of praise, as was intended to be a means of 
conveying to us all the effects of that piacular victim, which 
Christ offered in His own person. For as it is allowed on all — 
hands, I think, that sacrifices are federal solemnities between 
that God, to whom they are offered, and the votaries or 
worshippers ; so it is, I think, a truth acknowledged by all 
Christians, that are not of a very base allay, that the Chris- 
tian Eucharist is a rite, whereby the covenant between God 
and man in Christ Jesus is ratified and renewed; and if it be 
once granted, that the Eucharist is a material Sacrifice of 
thanksgiving, and such a Sacrifice of thanksgiving, as that in, 
and by it, pardon and grace are actually applied to the souls — 
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of the communicants; I am apt to believe, that the more SECT. 
ingenuous part of our adversaries would scarce think it 
worth while to dispute, whether it were directly and pro- 
perly an expiatory sacrifice for sin, or not. For if it were so 
allowed to be in effect, why should they contend about names 
and words? And therefore what follows is not added, as if I 
thought it necessary for the support of the Altar and Sacrifice ; 
(for a sacrifice of thanksgiving is in all respects as much a 
sacrifice, as a sin-offering;) but it is added, in defence of 
several of the ancients, and even of the Apostle himself, 
whom I apprehend to speak elsewhere of the Eucharist, as 
of a sacrifice for sin. And therefore, 

2. I shall answer more directly to the allegations from the 
Epistle to the Hebrews. 

(1.) By considering what the Apostle means by perfecting, 
and sanctifying, and by sacrifice for sin. 

(2.) By shewing, that the perfecting, sanctifying, and 
sacrifice for sin here meant by the Apostle, are not exclusive 
of further perfection, sanctification, and sacrifice. 

(3.) And that the Apostle afterwards, in the tenth chapter, 
speaks of the oblation in the Eucharist. 

(1.) I shall consider, what is here meant by “ perfecting,” 
and “sanctifying,” and by “sacrifice,” or “ offering for sin.” 
And we cannot but know, what sort of sin-offering is here 
meant; if we do but first understand, what the Apostle in- 
tended by the words “ perfecting,” and “ sanctifying.” And 
here we must lay it down, as a certain foundation to all that 
follows, that it is something performed once for all, and for 
_ ever : some privilege purchased and conferred by the personal 
oblation of Christ, never to be forfeited, or revoked. For the 
Apostle argues the imperfection of the Jewish sacrifices, from 
this consideration, that they “ could not for ever make the chap. x. 1. 
comers thereunto perfect ;” (for so Dr. Whitby: and others 
do justly construe the words). The perfection therefore 
here said to be procured by the Sacrifice of Christ, must 
be a perpetual perfection, without any end, or intermission, 
so long as the world endures. And to this purpose the Apo- chap. x. 20. 
stle remarks, that we are “sanctified by the offering of the 
Body of Jesus Christ once for all.” And again, “by one ver. 14. 

. i [vol. ii. p. 638.) 
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offering He hath perfected for ever them that are sancti- 
They are so perfected, as that God will “no more 
remember their sins ;”” and by consequence, they shall have 
no more occasion “for an offering for sin ;” nay, the perfec- 
tion is so great, that “ the worshippers, once purged, have no 
more conscience of sin.” Now before I proceed, I shall from 
hence observe, that the Apostle cannot here intend a moral 
sanctification ; as Grotius, with the Socinians and Quakers, 
would have it*. For that is a thing not wrought all at once, 
but gradually. There is no man so sanctified in this life, but 
he may lapse into sin; and if the greatest saint on earth 
commits a known sin, no doubt but God imputes it to him, 
and therefore remembers it, until it be repented of and ex- 
piated. No grace is indefectible, no human holiness without 
some intermissions, on this side of heaven; and therefore 
none in this life can, in this sense, be “ sanctified for ever,” or 
exempted from having a “ consciousness of sin ;” except you 
will suppose, that the death of Christ makes the elect im- 
peccable ; or with the Antinomians assert, that God does not 
impute sinful actions to the elect. I should dwell longer on 
these particulars, if I had any reason to apprehend, that I 
were like to have any readers infected with such pestilential 
notions; nor can those baptized Christians be said to be per- 
fected for ever, who, upon their repentance and proper ap- 
plication to the Divine mercy, have the pardon of their former 
actual known sins sealed to them. For they may relapse, and 
too often do, into the very same sins. Nor can it, I suppose, 
in reason be doubted, that the Jewish sacrifices did, by virtue 
of the Divine promise, “take away sin” for the time past ; but 
they could not do it “ for ever,” for the time to come; and this 
was that particular, wherein the Sacrifice of Christ does so 
much excel those of the Law. But neither does the Sacrifice 


k [Grotius thus annotates on ver. 2. 
‘** Si semel purgati fuissent (quemad- 
modum sunt veri Christiani 1 Pet. i. 
22.) non ultra conscii sibi essent novo- 
rum quotannis peccatorum, quz ex- 
piatione egerent.”’—Grotii Opera, tom. 
ii. vol. ii. p. 1046. ed. Amstel. 1679. 

Socinus says: ‘‘ Sacrificia illa (sci- 
licet Legis) a peccatis retrahendi nul- 
lam vim habebant: quapropter, cum, 
peractis illis, homines in eosdem errores 


denuo laberentur, eadem offerenda sze- 
pius erant, et quotannis per ipsa pec- 
catorum expiatio procuranda; Christi 
vero sacrificium a peccando cessare 
facit, et perpetuo hance vim obtinet. 
Quo consecuto, jam necessario etiam 
omnium peccatorum remissio conse- 
quitur. Et ita nulla amplius pro pec- 
catis oblatione est opus.’’—Fausti So- 
cini Opera, tom. ii. p. 167. ed. 1696. ] 
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of Christ take away the moral turpitude of sin, nor the ob- SECT. 
noxiousness to punishment, in those that are guilty of it, but 
for the time past only. It remains therefore, that I directly 
and positively shew, in what sense Christ does once for all 
perfect, or take away sin, for the future, as well as for the 
time past. For it is evident, that to “ perfect for ever,” and to 
purge, or sanctify the worshipper, so that he may never again 
“have conscience of sin,” are two phrases signifying the same 
thing, in the first and second verses of this tenth chapter. It 
is clear beyond all dispute, that no sacrifice does once for all 
take away the moral stain, or guilt of sins, hereafter to be 
committed ; or exempt men from sin for the time to come; 
therefore the Apostle cannot be understood in this context of 
any such perfection. If I am now asked, what else can be the 
Apostle’s meaning ? 

I answer: By perfecting and taking away sin once for all, 
St. Paul plainly describes that privilege purchased by Christ’s 
death, and once for all conferred upon His Church, whereby 
the whole body of Christian Priests and people are qualified 
to make their public addresses to God with acceptance, not- 
withstanding their corruption of nature, and the known 
actual sins of particular members. It is the universal opinion 
of the main bulk of mankind, or at least was so of old, that 
men are not fit to approach the Divine nature, without some 
mediator, or some preparative lustrations; and therefore not 
only the heathen, but the Jews, by God’s appointment, had 
variety of rites and sacrifices, whereby not only to propitiate 
the Deity, but whereby to initiate and fit themselves to per- 
form those propitiatory services. It were very easy to enlarge 
on this head, both from the sacred and profane writers ; but it 
is a thing so generally known and allowed, that I shall not 
insist upon it; but only observe to my reader, that St. Paul, 
who is now granted by all men of learning, I think, to be the 
penman of this Epistle, does frequently insist upon this par- 
ticular, as a very eminent privilege of the Christian Church, 
which makes it the more credible, that he should speak of it 
so largely here. He tells us, that “through Christ we have Eph. ii. 18. 
access to the Father,” that “in Christ Jesus we have boldness, Eph. iii. 12. 
and access with confidence,” that “ by Him we have access into Rom. v. 2. 
this grace wherein we stand.” But in this Epistle to the 
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cHAP. Hebrews, he is more copious on this subject. “For,” says he, 
—— “we have not an high-priest, who cannot be touched with a 
15,16. feeling of our infirmities—Let us therefore come boldly unto 
the throne of grace.” Nay, which is much more to our present 

purpose, he winds up his discourse in the ninth and tenth 
chapters, concerning the perfecting and sanctifying power of 

chap. x.19. the one Sacrifice of Christ, with this application, viz. “ Having 
a therefore, brethren, boldness to enter into the Holies, by the 
Blood of Jesus—Let us draw near with a true heart, in full 
assurance of faith ;’ and in this sense I suppose it is, that our 

Saviour calls Himself “the door” and “the way ;” and says, 

John x.9; “no man can come to the Father but by Him,” that is, it is 
an by virtue of the merits of His death, that we have admittance 
into the Divine presence in this life, notwithstanding the pol- 

lutions and infirmities of our nature, and even our known 

sins. It is a privilege granted to the whole Church; and in 

this respect it is indefeasible. Some particular men may 

lose this privilege by apostasy; but the very essence and 

being of a Church depends entirely on this privilege. The 

Church is a society of men, incorporated together for the 

sake of Divine worship; but if the infirmities and sins of 

Priests, or people, do render their worship unacceptable to 

God, then they are incorporated to no purpose at all. Nay, 

we cannot be sure, that the Sacraments themselves are valid, 

if either the known or unknown pollutions of the Priests who 

officiate, or the members of the Church assembled together 

with us, could obstruct the communications of Divine grace. 

So that this franchise was one of the principal ends of Christ’s 

death ; and without it the Church itself could not be, and 
particular men could never have their consciences purged 

from the terror of their own sins, or of other men’s sin, who 

join with them in the worship of God, so as that they could, 

with due confidence and assurance, approach the throne of 

grace; and this franchise was once for all, and for ever, 
purchased and conferred upon the Church of Christ. And 

further to confirm and establish this notion, I will first shew, 

that the words and phrases used by the Apostle, in treating 

on this subject, are such as were used in the old Law, in 

relation to the lustrative rites and sacrifices thereby enjoined.. 

And I shall further observe, that the sacrifices mentioned by _ 


HEB. IX. AND X. CONSIDERED. 183 


the Apostle in these two chapters, as types of the Sacrifice of SECT. 
Christ, were such initiative or lustrative sacrifices. : 

Now the words and phrases used by the Apostle here, and 
used by Moses, and the Greek translators of him, in relation 
to these initiative or lustrative rites and sacrifices, are these, 
viz. TeAevovv, which we turn (with no great exactness) ‘ per- 
fecting,’ but which properly signifies to ‘consecrate’ to some 
office, or dignity; the words xa@apifev, and dyiifev, ren- 
dered in the English ‘ purge’ and ‘sanctify,’ carry a signifi- 
cation much the same with tedevodv, though not so full and 
strong. ‘Sin,’ duapria, denotes that incapacity which is in 
all creatures, in this corrupted state, for the worship of God; 
to ‘take away sin,’ signifies the removing this incapacity ; 
and the ‘ offering,’ or ‘sacrifice for sin,’ the material oblations 
that were to be used for this end. Iwill give some proofs 
of each particular. 

Tedevodv does most commonly signify to ‘consecrate’ to 
the Priest’s office: so Heb. ii. 10, Christ is said to have been 
‘ perfected,’ that is, consecrated to His Priesthood. And again, 
Christ “being made perfect,” that is, ‘consecrated,’ (Gr. reAevw- 
Gels,) ““ He became the author of eternal salvation,” &e. And 
it is so rendered by our translators, in those words, ‘ the law 
maketh men high-priests, who have infirmities ; but the word 
of the oath, which is since the law, maketh the Son, Who is 
consecrated for evermore,” eis aid@va teredetwpévov. The 
consecration of Aaron and his sons is usually expressed by 
this word. What is in Hebrew “thou shalt fill,’ or rather 
*‘ perfect the hand of Aaron,’ and is by the English there 
‘rendered, “thou shalt consecrate them,” is by the LXX 
rendered terewoes "Aapodv, &c, Exod. xxix. 9. 29. 33. And 
again, Num. ii. 3. So the consecrated priest is teTeXeww- 
pévos, Ley. xxi. 10; the day of his consecration s)uépa Te- 
Nevdoews, Ley. viii. 33; the burnt-offering on that occasion 
ONOKAVT MLA TIS TEAELMTEWS. 

‘Ayatew has much the same signification. God directs 
Moses, what he shall do to Aaron and his sons, to ‘ hallow,’ or 
‘consecrate’ them (Gr. dyiacat avrovs) “to minister in the Exod.xxix. 
priest’s office ;” and again, “Aaron shall be hallowed (Gr. * 
aywacOnoerat) and his garments,” ver. 9; and in the next 
chapter, “thou shalt anoint Aaron, and his sons to hallow 
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them,” or ‘consecrate’ them (as the English very justly 
has it) “that they may minister unto Me in the Priest’s 
office,” ver. 30; and we have the same words repeated chap. 
xl. 18. “ And in this sense” (saith Dr. Whitby, from whom I 
have borrowed most of the references) “our Saviour saith, 
‘for their sakes I consecrate [sanctify] Myself, that they may 
be sanctified in the truth,’ that they may be consecrated to 
their office, and set apart for My service. For as Aaron and 
his sons were hallowed, and set apart for God’s service by a 
Sacrifice ; so Christ’s Apostles were sanctified, and set apart 
to their office, not only by the unction of the Holy Ghost, 
but also by the piacular victim, which Christ offered for their 
sins; and accordingly in these words, ‘he that sanctifies’ is 
Christ, that offered Himself,—‘ and they that are sanctified, 
are they that by His Blood are purified from their sins, and 
fitted to draw nigh to God, and make a royal priesthood’.” 
And if the learned Doctor had remembered this his excellent 
annotation on Heb. ii. 11, when he was writing his notes on 
Heb. vii. 27, he would most probably have given us a clearer 
explication of it, than he has. The words in the English 
translation stand thus, “Such an High-Priest became us — 
Who needeth not daily, as those high-priests, to offer up 
Sacrifice, first for Himself, and then for the people; for this 
He did once, when He offered up Himself.” There can be 
no doubt, but these words are meant of the sacrifices offered 
on the day of expiation ; for then only the high-priest offered 
first for the sins of “his own house,” or family, the priests ; 
and then for “the sins of the people:” and therefore xa? 
npépav roust signify on ‘every day’ of expiation. But what 
I would especially remark is, that Christ can in no sense be 
said to offer for His own sins, whatever Grotius conceited ™ ; 
nor does Dr. Whitby allow of Grotius’s wild notion; but 
then he gives no account, how the Apostle could say that our 
Saviour did what the high-priest used to do, viz. offer first, 
virép Tav iSiwv awaptor, “ and then for the people ;” whereas 
by making (d/wv to relate to the Apostles, who are called 
Christ’s évo1, as being those “who did peculiarly belong to 


1 [vol. ii. p. 599. ] sins; but then, by sins, they say, is 

m [(‘*Grotius and the Socinians improperly signified His natural in- 
contend, that Christ is here said to firmities and sufferings.’’—Whitby in 
have offered up Himself for His own loco, vol. ii. p. 624. ] 
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Him ;” and supposing the word dzrooréAwv understood to be sECcT. 
the latter substantive to duaptidv, the words may fairly be —* 
rendered, “ He offered first for the sins of them who belonged 
to Him, and then for the people ;” and this Jesus undoubtedly 
did, “when He offered up Himself.” And as for the word 
KaSapifevv, it is applied to the purgation of the people by the 
sacrifices offered on the day of expiation (which will hereafter 
appear to have been lustrative sacrifices :) ‘The priests shall 
make an atonement for you, to cleanse you (Gr. xafa- 
plioat twas) from all your sins, and ye shall be cleansed,” 
(Gr. cal xaBapicOncecbe.) And though the word be not 
often used in relation to Aaron’s being consecrated, yet the 
day on which this was performed is called suépa xaSapiopovd 
by the LXX, in the Hebrew o53n on, which is otherwise 
rendered by our translators; and in the same verse, these 
two words of which I am now speaking are promiscuously 
used, and applied to the same sense, “and thou shalt Exod xxix. 
cleanse” (Gr. xaOapicis) “the altar, when thou hast made sh 
atonement” (Gr. év to dysafev) “for it, and thou shalt 

anoint it to sanctify it.” And the leper that had been cured 

of his disease, and comes to offer his oblation upon that occa- 

sion, is called xaapifopevos ; and it is added KaOapic Onoera, 

“he shall be clean:’ not cleansed of the disease; for the Ley. xiv. 
offering was made on presumption that he was already cured ; '” ”” 
but he shall be acquitted from the disability he was under, 

of entering into the tabernacle for public worship. And the 

reader cannot but observe, that the altar was cleansed or 

purged, and sanctified, and had an atonement made for it, as 

well as the priest ; and therefore the consecration, sanctifi- 

cation, or whatever else you please to call it, could not con- 

sist in having a discharge from moral guilt, or from obnox- 
iousness to punishment. For the altar was not capable of 

that; and the leprosy was no moral sin, but a bodily pollu- 

tion; and therefore they do but deceive themselves, who are 

so far carried away with the vulgar sense of these words as to 
imagine, that any internal moral holiness is implied in them, 

in these places. It is true, I have not observed that teXecovv 

is in the Levitical law applied to any inanimate thing, or to 

any other persons, but to the priests only; but it ought not 

to be omitted, that in most of the places above cited, from 





CHAP. 


2 Sam. xii. 
13. 


Isa. vi. 7. 


Zech. iii. 4, 


186 HEB. IX. AND X. CONSIDERED. 


Exod. xxix. and Numb. ii. the Greek is teXevotv yetpas, “ to 
consecrate the hands,” as the Hebrew also signifies “to 
fill,” or “ perfect the hands ;” and therefore it cannot ration- 
ally import any intrinsical. holiness or innocence, but such a 
separation for holy offices, as might give the people and them- 
selves assurance that what they did in the service of God was 
valid and acceptable, notwithstanding any personal sins or 
infirmities. For the case of the Jewish people had been 
miserable indeed, if the success of their sacrifices and devo- 
tions had depended upon the real internal graces of the 
priest, or on his being free from the stain of moral guilt. 
This was what it was impossible they could certainly know ; 
it was sufficient for them that they might be eye-witnesses to 
the high-priests and priests performing those lustrative rites 
and sacrifices, whereby they were qualified to continue the 
holy functions, for which they were separated ; and by the 
repetition whereof, their other oblations and services for 
themselves and the people were acceptable in the sight of 
God. 

"Adereiv, or adaipew apuaptiay is a phrase, which un- 
doubtedly sometimes signifies to take away the guilt of any 
immorality, and to free the offender from all punishment; 
as in the case of David, to whom Nathan said, “the Lord 
hath put,” or taken “away thy sin;” but in other places it 
imports no more, than to remove from men the incapacity 
they are under to appear before God, or to perform their 
part in holy offices; so when the angel, who touched Isaiah’s 
lips with a coal, said, “thine iniquity is taken away, and thy 
sin is purged,” there is, I believe, no sufficient reason to 
believe, that any more is meant by it, than that some impedi- 
ment in the prophet’s speech, or some legal uncleanness, that 
he was then under, was thereby removed. And when the 
Lord said unto Joshua the high-priest, “I have caused thy 
sin to pass from thee, and will clothe thee with change of 
raiment,” or “ with the long robe,” as the LXX render it; it 
seems probable, that the meaning was, that God would restore 
him to the function of the high-priesthood, and accept his 
ministrations ; notwithstanding his long conversation with the 
heathen under his captivity, by which he must have con- 
tracted many legal uncleannesses, by which he was under a 
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disability for the performance of his office. Butthere is more sEcrT, 
decisive evidence for this signification of the phrase, where —— 
God charges Aaron, that the golden plate shall be upon his = Bee 
forehead, that he may bear, (Gr. xai adape?,) or, and “he 
shall take away the iniquity of the holy things, which the 
children of Israel shall hallow —that they may be accepted 
before the Lord.” And Numb. xviii. 1, ‘The Lord said 
unto Aaron, Thou and thy sons shall bear the iniquity of the 
sanctuary ;” for by the words here rendered “ bear the in1- 
quity,” by the LXX Appovra: awaptiay, I suppose no man can 
doubt, but that we are to understand, that they shall bear or 
carry them away, viz. by lustrative sacrifices, particularly 
those on the day of expiation. Now since no man can be- 
lieve, that there is in any inanimate creatures sin, or iniquity, 
according to the sense in which the word is now commonly 
taken among us; it remains, that we must thereby under- 
stand that ineptitude, that is in all creatures, to be made use 
of in the service of God, without a previous lustration. There 
can be no other pollution in any creatures void of sense, and 
dedicated to religious uses, but what proceeds either from 
that universal corruption, which upon the fall of man spread 
itself through the whole terrestrial system ; or from the rela- 
tion it bears to them that offer it, that is, sinful men; or from 
the abuse of it, by the profaneness and sacrilege of others: 
and any of these might for a time render it unfit for holy 
uses ; but nothing could render it lable to any real guilt or 
punishment; and therefore “ taking away sin,” in some cases, 
‘must indisputably signify no more, than relieving men or 
other creatures from some disability which they are under, 
of worshipping God in public, or of bemg made use of to this 
purpose ; and by consequence, ‘ sin’ must in such cases signify 
no more than an incapacity of worshipping God, or being 
made use of in the worship of God; “and a sacrifice, or 
offering for sin” must signify, what is offered to God in 
order to remove this incapacity, and to reinstate men in the 
enjoyment of this privilege. And there is abundant proof of 
this mm the law of Moses; from which the Apostle, especially 
in this Epistle, generally takes both his ideas and diction. 
Now it is very evident, to all that read the books of Moses 
with any degree of attention, that the English ‘ sin,’ the Greek 
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dpapria, and the Hebrew Axon signify, not only immorality, 
but ‘ uncleanness’ and ‘impurity ; and the same may be said 
of what is commonly turned ‘iniquity’ by the English, duapria 
by the Greek, and is yy; in the Hebrew. You have just now 
heard Moses speak of “ the iniquity of the sanctuary, and of 
the things hallowed” to God. So the ashes of ared heifer are 
said to be “a purification for sin,” and the sin was touching a 
dead body, grave, &c. ; and “ifa soul,” that is, a person, “touch 
any unclean thing,—he shall bring his trespass-offering to the 
Lord for the sin that he hath sinned.” Nay, we read of a sin- 
offering and a trespass-offering, to be made for a man that 
was to be purified after the leprosy, which was a disease which, 
to be sure, no one chose; nay, which it was impossible in 
some cases for a man to avoid: there was nothing voluntary, 
and therefore nothing morally culpable in it; and yet the 
man, who had laboured under it, before he could be admitted 
as a worshipper in the tabernacle, must have a sin-offering 
presented in his behalf. And the case was the same with the 
man or woman that liad an issue, by what means soever they 
came by it, whether through their fault, or their misfortune ; 
a sin-offering was required, before they could be restored to 
the privilege of making their appearance before God in the 
place of worship; and in all these cases an atonement was to 
be made for the person, that came to be cleansed, or purified. 
So that I judge it clear beyond any reasonable doubt, that 
these phrases may fairly be taken in this sense; and that in 
the ninth and tenth chapters to the Hebrews, they cannot 
safely be taken in any other, than what I now contend for. 
But that this may further appear, I will also consider all 
those sacrifices, of which the Apostle here makes mention, 
in the same order that the Apostle speaks of them. And I 
suppose, the consideration of these sacrifices, and the con- 
nexion of St. Paul’s discourse, will give us some additional 
hight into the subject, of which I am treating. 

Now the Apostle, having given a brief description of the 
sanctuary, or court of the priest, which he calls “ the Holies ;” 
and of the innermost adytum of the tabernacle, which he 
calls “ the holiest of all,” or “the Holy of Holies ;” and of the 
sacred furniture of both, in the five first verses of the ninth 
chapter: in the sixth verse he observes, that “the priests who ~ 





| ers 


HEB. 1X. AND X. CONSIDERED. 189 


celebrated the Divine service went continually into the first ;” 
and so he drops his discourse of this particular for the present; 
but he proceeds to speak of the second, or the Holy of Holies, 
“into which,” says he, “ the high-priest went once every year, 
not without blood, which he offered for himself, and the errors 
of the people.” In which words, without dispute, he alludes 
to the solemn sacrifices performed on the day of expiation; 
and those were lustrative sacrifices, whereby both priest and 
people were, by a sort of reconsecration, prepared for the 
worship of God for the ensuing year. Our translators very 
aptly turn the twentieth verse of-Levit. xvi. by saying, that 
Aaron was “to reconcile the holy place, and the tabernacle, 


and the altar, and the congregation.” ‘The Jews had no right 


or tenure in God’s house, but what was renewable from year 
to year; and therefore, at the return of every day of expiation, 
their term expired ; and if they expected to enjoy this privi- 
lege for the year now coming, they must renew their services 
and devotions, by which they held this privilege of appearing 
before God. ‘The virtue of the sacrifices offered on the last 
day of expiation was spent; and priest, people, tabernacle, 
and altar must be reconciled, before they could have any 
claim, or pretence to the honour of appearing, or being used, 
before the Divine majesty in the ensuing year; and there- 
fore the Apostle truly observes, that “these sacrifices could 
not consecrate him that did the service,” that is, the high- 
priest himself, as “pertaining to conscience ;” that is, they 
could not consecrate him “ for ever,” or for a perpetuity, as 
the Apostle explaims himself. The high-priest knew in his 
own conscience, that his reconsecration was but for the 
term of one year, and that the whole system of their worship 
and polity must at the end of that term be reconciled again, 


_as being not founded upon so durable a bottom as ours is, so 


as to remain without any renewal or reconsecration “ unto 
the end of the world.” The Apostle further depreciates 
the Mosaical ceconomy, as “ standing only in meats, and 
drinks, and divers washings,” &c. and in the next words 
exalts Christ Jesus, and His religious institutions, by calling 
Him “a High-Priest of good things to come.” Now as the 
state of things under the Messias is called by the Apostle, ac- 
cording to the familiar language of the Jews, “the world to 
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come,” which is said “ not to be put in subjection to 
angels,” and as the efficacy of Christian ordinances is called 
“ the powers of the world to come,” so “ the good things to 
come,” of which Christ is here styled the High-Priest, seem 
plainly to be the Sacrifice of His Body and Blood; [as St. 
Jerome hath observed, that the Apostle speaks to the Hebrews 
with great reserve concerning the Eucharist ; so this is ap- 
parent in this place and in ch. x. 1. He clearly opposes the 
Christian ordinances to those of the Jews: as he calls the 
former ‘ carnal,’ so he calls the latter‘ good.’ You may, if you 
please, render the words, “Christ being come an High-Priest — 
of good ordinances ;” for d:cavopara is the substantive going 
next before. We shall soon have occasion to observe, that 
St. Paul in other places of this Epistle calls Christ “the 
High-Priest of our oblation.” And I take this to be of much 
the same signification with the title here given Him, viz. 
“ High-Priest of the good ordinances,” or of His own Body and 


Blood,] and in this eleventh and the twelfth verse he tells us, __ 


that Christ entered into the holy place, viz. heaven, “ by,” or 
“through a more perfect tabernacle,” than that erected by 
Moses, “a tabernacle not made with hands, that is to say, not 
of this [sort of] building,” that the Jewish place of worship 
was. It is strange to me, that there should be any dispute, 
what is here meant by “ the tabernacle not made with hands, 
through which Christ entered into heaven.” It seems so plain 
a description of “the Church of the first-born,” the Apostles, 
and other converts which Christ made while He was here on 
earth, and with whom alone He conversed for the forty days 
between His resurrection and ascension, and from the midst 
of whom He was afterwards assumed into heaven; that I see 
no room to doubt, but that the Church is this tabernacle ; and 
if the reader please to consult commentators upon this place, 
he will be more inclined to believe so still, by observing the — 
imcongruity of those conjectures, which have been advanced 
by some others. As then the high-priest, on the day of ex- 
piation, went from the altar through the second court, or the 
apartment of the priests, into the Holy of Holies ; so Christ 
Jesus from the altar of the cross proceeded with triumph imto 
heaven through His new sanctuary the Church, not made 
with hands; and this, says the Apostle, He did, “ having 
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obtained eternal redemption for us ;” an eternal redemption s£ECT. 
I 


from the incapacity, we are under by nature, of rendering 
acceptable worship to God; and from an endless repetition 
of these burthensome rites and sacrifices, by which the Jews 
annually purged themselves from this incapacity. 

The Apostle proceeds, in the 13th verse, to mention another 
method of lustration, prescribed by the law of Moses, where Numb. xix. 
the ashes of a red heifer mingled with water, and sprinkling 
the unclean person, that is, him who had touched a dead 
corpse, grave, &c., are made a necessary preparative to the 
being readmitted into the tabernacle, the place of public 
worship. The Apostle says, these ashes “sanctified to the 
purifying of the flesh ;” that is, the man was thereby anew 
dedicated or prepared for the service of God: the defilement 
he had contracted by the touch of the corpse, or grave, was 
taken off, so that he was no longer debarred from making 
his public addresses to God; to this sense Dr. Whitby, after 
Dr. Hammond, interprets the words very justly. And if 
the unclean person presumed to appear in the tabernacle, 
before he had submitted to this method of purgation, he 
is said “to defile the sanctuary of the Lord.” Therefore Num». xix. 
by the “blood of bulls and goats,” in this verse, he must seis 
mean the sacrifices offered on the day of expiation ; because 
he attributes the same effects to them, that he does to the 
ashes of the red heifer, namely, that they “sanctify to the 
purifying of the flesh,’ or procure admittance into the 
presence of God. The difference between them seems only 
this, viz. that the ashes of the heifer were to be used by 
single persons, in case of one particular defilement; the 
sacrifices on the day of expiation were intended for the 
benefit of the whole body of priests and people, and for 
all sorts of sin and uncleanness, that they might be no 
hinderance to the acceptableness of the public worship; 
and particularly, that by this means they might be qualified 
to offer such sacrifices for sin, as had a promise of full pardon 
annexed to them; of which see Levit. iv. 20. 26. 32. 35. 

And since the Apostle in the protasis mentions only lustra- 
tive sacrifices and rites, whereby men were prepared for the 
solemn worship of God; therefore it is very unreasonable and 
incongruous, to suppose, that in the apodosis he considers 
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CHAP. “the Blood of Christ” any otherwise than as a lustrative 
ue sacrifice, whereby we are ‘ purged,’ or ‘ dedicated, to “ serve 
the living God;” the word Aatpevew signifies the serving 
or worshipping God in a solemn public manner; nay, in the 
sixth verse of this chapter it evidently signifies, to perform 
the priest’s part in the public service; and in the ninth verse, 
Aatpe/a denotes the functions that were peculiar to the 
priests; but we will give it for granted, that in this verse 
it imports the worship both of priest and people; and St. 
Paul argues very strongly, that if the ashes of the red heifer 
could so far expiate the uncleanness of men, as to prepare 
them for the Levitical worship; much more may the Blood 
of Christ give us confidence to make our approaches to God. 
The Apostle expresses the purgation or preparation we re- 
ceive for the service of the living God, by the phrase of 
“purging our consciences from dead works;” because by 
Baptism all past sin whatsoever is forgiven; and there 
particular men have the effects of Christ’s death so com- 
municated to them, that by it, as by a most perfect lustrative 
sacrifice, they are for ever after emboldened to join in the 
public devotions of the Church, so long as they continue 
members of it; but no man can from hence in reason argue, 
that sins to come are forgiven in Baptism, as well as sins past ; 
or that Baptism does exempt us from sin, or the imputation 
of it; or that sins committed after Baptism are not pardoned 
in and by the public worship, especially the Eucharist; and 
that therefore the conscience of such, as have relapsed into 
sin after Baptism, is only so far purged from dead works by 
virtue of Baptism, or by any other means, as that it is per- 
mitted and encouraged to make application to God for pardon 
in the evangelical way, that is, especially in and by the Hucha- 
rist, as has and will appear. And the main, of those to whom 
the Apostle here speaks, were undoubtedly baptized Christians, 
who do not receive forgiveness of sins before worship; but by 
the means of that public worship and Sacrament of His Body 
and Blood, which was intended by Him for the remission of 
sins. And therefore the Apostle, ver. 15, seems to say, that 
Christ’s death was designed chiefly “for the remission of 
transgressions, under the first covenant,’ meaning that of 
Moses. He was speaking to such as had been born and ~ 
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bred in the Jewish religion, and such men had no sins to be SECT. 
_ forgiven, upon their conversion to Christianity and Baptism, 
but only such as they had committed under the first covenant 
or testament, or while they had been Moses’s disciples: as 
for sins committed after Baptism, the Apostle, toward the end 
of the Epistle, reminds them of an Altar and Sacrifice, where chap. xiii. 
remission was to be had. Some perhaps may from hence a: 
infer, that I would confine the effects of Christ’s death to 
the pardon of sins, which we receive in Baptism only; and 
therefore I add, for the avoiding of all such misconstruction, 
that it is very evident from the words of institution and 
from the suffrage of antiquity, that all the blessings of the 
New Testament, and whatever graces we receive in the 
Eucharist, are derived from the effusion of the natural 
Blood of Christ upon the cross; that this was the original 
Blood of the New Testament, and the other only the full 
and perfect representative of that Blood; that by the obla- 
tion and effusion of Christ’s personal Blood, the new covenant 
was once for all enacted and established; that by virtue of 
this covenant, all baptized Christians and ordained Priests 
have a perpetual right of being admitted to perform their 
parts in the Christian worship, the most solemn and essential 
article of which worship is the holy Eucharist. And therefore 
the death of Christ is the foundation of all that pardon of sin, 
which we receive in the Sacrament; not only because by 
the death of Christ we have a right to all Christian ordi- 
nances purchased for us; but because the Eucharist derives 
all its efficacy and power from the first and grand Sacrifice, 
personally offered by Christ. But I cannot apprehend, how 
the pardon purchased by Christ can be applied to baptized 
Christians, in and by the service and worship of God, as 
it is beyond all dispute; and yet, that we receive this pardon 
as previous to this worship, and in order to our due per- 
formance of it; as they must think, who make the Apostle 
say, that there must be a full pardon of all sin, before we 
can be in covenant with God; or, that “God can enter into 
covenant with none, who lie under the guilt of sin,” as 
Dr. Whitby expresses his sentiment on this text". This is 


n [“ God, being an holy God, can them into His service, whilst they lie 
enter into covenant with none, or admit under the guilt of sin unpardoned, and 
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a very strange opinion, and supported with as strange proofs. 
He says, “ Noah found grace with God, and with him He 
established His covenant.” ‘Whereas it is very obvious, 
that God established His covenant not only with Noah, but 
with his sons, and with his seed after him, and will the 
Doctor answer for the innocence and integrity of them? 
He says, “Abraham believed God, and this was imputed 
to him for righteousness, and then the Lord makes a cove- 
nant with him by sacrifice.” But, with submission, this 
covenant was not perfectly confirmed, until circumcision 
was instituted. And this covenant was made, not only with 
Abraham, but with his seed and his family; and will the 
Doctor give his word for it, that Ishmael, and all the 318 
servants of Abraham, before they were circumcised, were 
free from all guilt and sn? But the most unhappy mstance 
of all is, what he mentions in the last place, I mean, that 
of the Jews: “They,” says Dr. Whitby, “ offered burnt-offer- 
ings, &c. and then God enters into covenant with them.” 
The Doctor takes the liberty to represent the covenant as 
yet to be made, when the sacrifices had already been offered ; 
whereas, in reality, the covenant was plighted and confirmed 
by offering the sacrifice, and sprinkling the blood, as the 
words of Moses sufficiently testify, viz. “This is the blood 
of the covenant, which God hath made with you;”’ but the 
Doctor knew very well, that the Jews were a stiff-necked 
people, and that God Himself complains “ of them, that from 
the day they departed out of Egypt, they had been rebellious 
against the Lord.” And that but a little while before this 
covenant was made, they had made a head, and murmured 
against God and Moses. And therefore he was very sensible, 
that in order to prove, that they did not now lie under the guilt 
of sin, there was no way left but to intimate that this guilt 
was taken away by sacrifice, and this sacrifice offered as 
previous and in order to the establishing of the covenant. 
Whereas the truth is, that the blood of those sacrifices was 


so have not found grace in His sight. xv. 10. 18. So, Exod. xxiv. 6, the 


Noah found grace in the eyes of God, and 
with him He established His covenant, 
Gen. vi. 8. 18. Abraham believes in 
God, and this was counted to him for 
righteousness ; and then the Lord makes 
a covenant with hiin by sacrifice, Gen. 


Jews offer burnt-offerings, and sacrifice 
peace-offerings to the Lord, and the — 
blood is sprinkled upon all the people, 
and then He enters into covenant with 
them.” —Vol. ii. p. 634. ] 
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the very blood of the covenant; and by the sprinkling of BRE. 
this blood, the covenant was struck; and by the very same 
act, they were so far acquitted from all conscience of sin, 
as to have liberty to appear before God in His worship. 
Until men have entered into covenant, they must lie under 
the guilt of sin; for guilt can be taken away by no other 
means than the Divine grace and mercy; and the Divine 
grace and mercy is no other way certainly to be obtained 
but by covenant; and until that covenant be sealed, our 
pardon must, to say the least, be very dubious. But, to 
apply this to the Christian covenant, will the Doctor say, 
that no man can be baptized, that lies under the guilt of 
unpardoned sin? I should rather say with the Scriptures, 
that we are “baptized for the remission of sins;” and that 
therefore we enter into covenant with God; because, with- 
out doing so, our sins cannot be pardoned. And again, that 
we are under a necessity of renewing this covenant by the 
Eucharist: because we have committed sin since Baptism ; 
and there is no way to procure pardon but by covenant; 
and we have no way to renew the covenant but by the holy 
Eucharist: and, therefore, to say, that God enters into cove- 
nant with none “that lie under the guilt of sin unpardoned,” 
seems to me a very unwarrantable paradox. 

But I proceed to take notice of the next sacrifices, which 
the Apostle speaks of on this occasion; and they are those 
offered by Moses, upon the dedication of that covenant, of Exod.xxiv 
which he was mediator. The Apostle had observed, ver. 15, 

that Christ is Mediator of the New Testament by that Blood 
of His, which he had mentioned in the foregoing verse ; (for 
as Dr. Whitby well observes, dua nei may more consistently 
be so rendered than ‘for this cause,’ as our English transla- 
tion has it ;) and to shew the necessity of blood for the enact- 
ing a Divine covenant, he observes, ver. 18—22, that the “old 
covenant was not dedicated without blood.’ ‘For when 
Moses,” says St. Paul, “had spoken every precept to all the 
people, he took the blood of calves and goats, and sprinkled 
both the book and all the people, saying, This is the blood 
of the covenant which the Lord hath enjoined you. More- 
over he sprinkled with blood both the tabernacle and all the 


_ vessels of the ministry. And almost all things are by the 
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Law purged with blood, and without shedding of blood is no 


I remission.” Now by these sacrifices, the whole body of the 





Lev. xvi.16, 


Israelites, and the tabernacle, with its furniture, was dedi- 
cated to the worship of God; that is, both the people and the 
whole apparatus were admitted, by virtue of these sacrifices, 
notwithstanding the ineptitude they were under by nature, 
to the most honourable employment that either inanimate or 
animate creatures are capable of, that is, the service of God. 
And the Apostle seems to speak upon a supposition, which I 
have already hinted more than once; namely, that there is a 
sort of remission of sin implied in every consecration of things 
void of sense. For when the Apostle says in the same verse, 
first “all things are consecrated by blood ;” and then, “there 
is no remission of sin without blood ;” either they are two pro- 
positions containing the same sense, and so ‘ remission of sin’ 
in the latteris the same with ‘consecration’ in the former ; or 
else the Apostle gives it as a reason, why consecration cannot 
be without blood, that remission of sin can be had only by 
this means. And this cannot be said but upon supposition, 
that whatever is consecrated does need a remission of sin ; 
and this remission can only be a taking off the natural 
ineptitude before spoken of. For the reader will observe, 
that the Apostle is here speaking of things, rather than 
persons; and had, in the words next before, mentioned “the 
tabernacle and all the vessels of the ministry,” as “ sprinkled 
with blood,” in order to their consecration or remission. It is 
true, when the same tabernacle was to be “ purged” or con- 
secrated on every day of expiation, the reason given for this 
rite of “making an atonement for the holy place” is, “because 
of the uncleanness of the children of Israel, and because of 
their transgressions.” And the atonement was to be made 
for the tabernacle, because “it remained among them in the 
midst of their uncleanness ;” but when the tabernacle was 
new made and just now erected, and had never been made 
use of for religious worship, and so could not have been 
defiled by the people’s approaching it under their sin and 
uncleanness ; this reason could not take place. It may be 
said, that all the materials of the tabernacle, with its orna- 
ments and utensils, were the oblations of the people; and so 
needed a purgation, as coming from polluted hands; but this 
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cannot be said of the “ book” which was written by Moses, Se T. 
and contained the words of God Himself; which yet, the ;— > 
Apostle assures us, was sprinkled with blood, as being in- 
tended to be lodged in the most holy place; and which 
therefore, according to the sentiments of that age, was not 
capable of that honour, as being written with and upon 
materials sordid by nature, until it had first been con- 
secrated in this solemn manner. And here, I think, we 
have the certain precise signification of the word caGapifew, 
so often used in this discourse of the Apostle; and I suppose 
it very evident, that it does not denote any internal purifica- 
tion from moral guilt; but only a relief or releasement from — 
that unfitness, which all terrestrial nature is under, from 
being employed in the service of God; and therefore that 
remission of sin, implied in this consecration, can strictly 
import no more, than God’s receiving men and things so far 
to a Divine use, as to allow public addresses to be made to 
Him by those men, in and with the things thus separated for 
the exercise of religion. This may at first seem a thing of 
too little consequence for the Apostle so much to insist upon, 
but is really in itself very great: for by this men are put into 
a capacity of drawing down from God all mercies necessary 
for them, either in relation to this life, or that which is to 
come; and this is especially true as to the new covenant; 
which, as it was ratified by a Sacrifice infinitely more valuable 
than those offered by Moses, so the consecration is not only 
more lasting and durable, so as to need no repetition; but 
qualifies the Church for a more perfect internal holiness, and 
for much more weighty rewards. And the Apostle, in the 
next words, does very much magnify the Christian institu- 
tions, and the consecration of them by the Blood of Christ, 
beyond those of the Law. “It was necessary that the pat- ver. 23. 
terns of things in the heavens” (that is, the Jewish institu- 
tions) “ should be purified” or consecrated “ with these” sacri- 
fices of beasts ; “but the heavenly,” that is, the evangelical 
institutions themselves, “‘ with better sacrifices than these,” 
that is, with the Body and Blood of Christ. Here the Greek 
commentators do, by the ta émrovpava, which I render ‘ the 
heavenly institutions, understand the Sacraments and ser- 
vices of the Gospel, or the whole Christian ceconomy and 
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polity®. And it was evidently the Apostle’s design to assert, 


—_—— that these were ratified and established bythe personal Sacrifice 


Gal. iv. 26. 
Eph. i. 3. 


Eph. ii. 6. 


of Christ ; and that from thence all our ministrations and holy 
offices do receive their validity and efficacy. Nor is it any 
extraordinary flight in St. Paul to give the title of ‘ heavenly’ 
to the Christian institutions. He evidently calls the Chris- 
tian Church, “the Jerusalem above (or from above) which is 
the mother of us all ;” and he says, God “ hath blessed us with 
all spiritual blessings, in the heavenly institutions in Christ ;” 
and again, “ He hath made us sit together in the heavenly 
institutions in Christ Jesus.”” I make ‘institutions’ the sub- 
stantive to ézrovpavia; because I cannot at present think of 
any English word, that seems more agreeable to the Apostle’s 
meaning. For I cannot doubt but every impartial reader 
will own, that either that word, or some other of a hike signi- 
fication, is necessary to express the full meaning of St. Paul; 
and he who considers, that our Saviour did so familiarly style 
His Church the “ kingdom of heaven,” cannot think it strange, 
that one of His Apostles should call the Sacraments and ser- 
vices of this Church, and the whole system of its doctrine, 
worship, and government, the heavenly institutions. Dr. 
Whitby labours to prove, that the heavenly ‘ places’ here (for 
he makes ‘ places’ the substantive to ézrovpaviaP) denote those 
mansions, which Christ is gone to prepare for us; and there is 
no doubt but that heaven is the sanctum sanctorum, the most 
holy place in the Christian scheme; and the fundamental 
institution of the evangelical ceconomy is, that the heavens 
must receive our High-Priest, until the time of restitution ; 
and if the most sacred place, where our High-Priest stands 
officiating and appearing in the presence of God for us, is 
heaven itself, the heaven of the blessed ; no wonder, that the 
Apostle calls that state of things, that building which is 
erected on the foundation of the Apostles and Prophets, and 
which is the only passage or entrance into heaven, by the 
sublime and honourable title of the ta érouvpavia, the celestial 
state, the supernal institutions. In a word, our Saviour is 


© [Kal judy rd wodlrevpd éort ev xvi. tom. xii. p. 160. ed. Savile. | 
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HEB. IX. AND X, CONSIDERED. 199 


“the minister of the whole tabernacle, which the Lord hath SECT. 
pitched, and not men,” and therefore hath consecrated or 
reconciled, not the Holy’of Holies only, but the entire sanc- 
tuary, with all its services and appendages. 

Now the Apostle, to prove that the whole heavenly temple, ver. 24. 
of which the Church is a part, was consecrated by the Sacri- - 
fice of Christ, returns to the sacrifices offered on the day of 
expiation ; and because the sanctuary and altar could not by 
the law of Moses be purged or reconciled but by the high- 
priest’s carrying the blood of the sacrifices into the most 
holy place; therefore he observes, that “Christ went into 
heaven itself, now to appear in the presence of God for us.” 
But now, if Christ had perfected His people by what He did 
and suffered on the cross, it will not be easy to say, to what 
purpose He now appears in the presence of God for us. If 
it be said, that the Sacrifice was not consummated until our 
High-Priest appeared before God in the true Holy of Holies, I 
allow that ; but observe, that He had made that appearance 
many years, before this Epistle was written: and it is certain, 
that Christ is now appearing in our behalf, as well as in the 
days of the Apostle; and therefore His Church is not yet 
perfected in such a sense, as not still to want a High-Priest 
and Sacrifice; and therefore, when the Apostle says, that 
Christ appeared “to put away sin by the Sacrifice of Him- ver. 26. 
self,” it is certainly most proper, by ‘ sin’ to understand that 
disability we are under by nature, to appear in the presence 
of God, or to make our addresses to Him. ’A@érnows does 
properly signify an entire ‘ abolition’ and ‘ disannulling,’ (it is 
rendered by the last English word, in our translation.) Now it Heb.vii.18. 
is evident, that Christ hath not disannulled sin, either as to 
its guilt or dominion, any otherwise than as He has once for 
all so effectually dedicated or consecrated His Church, that 
the sins of particular men can never wholly unhallow or ex- 
tinguish it. Sin will still be committed, even by honest and 
sincere Christians ; and whoever commits sin is not to think, 
that he is exempted from the imputation of it by the evange- 
lical covenant. It may indeed be truly said, that Christ ap- 
peared for the gradual annulling of the guilt and dominion of 
sin ; but then this end of His appearing will not be fully at- 
tained, so long as the world stands; and in order to His ac- 
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complishing of it, it was not only necessary that He should 
once offer Himself, but that He should perpetually intercede 
in heaven for His people; and He cannot therefore be said 
in this sense to have perfected them by offering Himself 
once for all; He cannot be said to have done that once for 
all, which He is still domg. I wish therefore Dr. Whitby 
had explained himself, when in his note on Heb. x. 18, 
he asserts, that Christ “hath perfectly and fully expiated, 
and that for ever, them that are sanctified ;” and then argues” 
against the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, by asking, “what ne- 
cessity of, what virtue can there be in doing that again,” 
(that is, expiating men,) “ which is perfectly and fully done 
already, and that for ever?” He seems to me to suppose, that 
Christ, by His Sacrifice on the cross, did actually blot out the 
sins of all believers, even before they had been repented of, 
nay, before they were committed. ‘ He was” indeed “ once 
offered to bear the sins of many,” even as many as should 
believe in Hisname; and He certainly did on the cross suffer, 
as the only perfect Sacrifice for sin; and it is only through 
the merits of His death, that Christians ever since have as- 
surance of pardon, upon proper application made. But this 
is not that, which the Apostle had herein his eye; for he was 
speaking of the sacrifices offered on the day of expiation, 
which were not intended to take away the stain of moral 
guilt, as has been shewed ; and ‘ sin’ may here signify, what it 
evidently does in other parts of these chapters, our natural 
unfitness for the service or worship of God. And Christ did 
certainly as a Sacrifice suffer, in order to deliver believers 
once for all from this miserable state, or ‘to take away,’ 
or ‘remove’ this unfitness, as the word dveveyxetv may be 
turned. | 

But I must not here omit the consideration of that vulgar 
argument against the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, viz. that 
Christ is said “to have been offered once,” and that it is 
expressly denied that “ He was often to offer Himself.” Now 
it is strange to me, that any man should pretend to argue 
upon any subject, and yet betray such an excess of ignorance 
or disingenuousness, as to suppose, that any who assert the — 
Sacrifice of the Eucharist among us do believe or say, that 
Christ does personally offer Himself in the Eucharist. I am 
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apt to think, that even a Papist would scarce own this. We sECT. 
are so far from believing, that Christ literally offers Himself : 
in the Eucharist, that we do not believe Him to be personally 
there present in His human nature. It is true, several of 
the ancients have said, that Christ offers Himself in the Eu- 
charist ; but they certainly meant no more, than that He did 
so representatively, by His Priests, and under the substituted 
symbols of Bread and Wine. He offers Himself in the Eu- 
charist, as He performs the ablution in Baptism, as He in- 
structs the people in public sermons, viz. by the hands and 
mouths of His ministers; He there by substitution offers, 
not His real self or His natural Body and Blood, but the mys- 
teries or sacramental representations of them ; and what incon- 
sistence there is in doing this daily or hourly, I cannot perceive. 

I have shewed, that the action, whereby Christ offered Him- 
self as a Melchisedecian Priest, was performed in the Eu- 
charist ; and that what He did there was to be done again, 
He has Himself informed us. But if they will still insist 
upon it, notwithstanding this command of Christ, that what 
was done once by Him is never again to be repeated by us; I 
must further remind them, that if this arguing will hold, then 
Priests must leave off to preach and catechise, or any way to 
instruct the people in principles of Christianity. For we are 
assured, that “the faith was once delivered to the saints ;” [Jude, ver. 
and it may as well be argued, that it is presumption for any 3 
man to preach that again, which was once preached by 
Christ, as that it is a presumption to offer that again, which 
was once offered; and I am bold to say, that the commission 
of Priests to offer the sacramental Body and Blood is as clear 
to him that inspects it with impartial eyes, as that which He 
gave them to preach the Gospel. But some think, that this 
argument receives great addition of strength from the word 
édaraé ; and tell us, that “we are perfected by the offering 
of the Body of Christ once for all.” And that Christians are 
consecrated once for all, and that too by the offering made 
personally by Christ, I have before shewed; but yet that 
éeparraé does there, or elsewhere, signify “ once for all,” Iam 
yet to learn; nay, it is certain, it signifies ‘ all at once,’ or ‘ at 
one same time.’ So Christ was seen of above five hundred 
brethren, éfama€é, not ‘once for all,’ but ‘all at onee,’ or 
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‘at one and the same time;’ and so Christ offered “ for His 
own” [Apostles] “ and for the people,” édazra€, ‘ all at once, or 
‘at the same time.’ So “Christ being made an High-Priest, 
and having obtained eternal redemption for us,” did édama€, 
“at the same time, enter into heaven,” (for that is the true 
series of those words.) Again, “ in that Christ died, He died 
at the same timeto sin.” Jam not sensible that the word is 
elsewhere used in the New Testament ; and it does not ap- 
pear, that there is any necessity of ever understanding it as if 
it signified ‘once for all; but that it must sometimes signify 
‘all at once,’ is evidentfrom the texts here cited, viz. 1 Cor. 
xv.6. Though neither have we any reason to apprehend any 
hurt from the word as commonly understood; but this I have 
added, to shew upon how very loose a bottom they build, who 
would draw any conclusion in prejudice of the Eucharistical 
Sacrifice from this word épamaf. And this is a full answer 
to the learned Dr. Whitby’s first argument 4 against the Chris- 
tian Sacrifice, in his note on Heb. x. 18, viz. “ Christ cannot 
offer Himself, but He must suffer ;” He could suffer but once, 
therefore He could offer but once; as if because Christ does 
not personally offer His Body and Blood in the Eucharist, 
therefore they cannot be offered there at all. And when the 
same Doctor argues, that the Eucharist is either a bloody 
Sacrifice, or else no remission of sin can be obtained by it; 
he is already answered ; for we assert no such remission of sin 
in the Eucharist, as the Apostle there means ; no release from 
our disability to offer our devotions to God. We must be dis- 
charged from this disability, before we are allowed to appear 
at the Lord’s Table; and the whole Church was discharged 
from it at once, by the personal Sacrifice of Christ. Itis true, 
these arguments were by the Doctor aimed against the Sacri- 


a [From these, and many other 
passages of this Epistle, the Sacrifice of 
the mass declared by the Trent coun- 
cil, Sess. 22. Can. 2, 8, to be a true 
and proper propitiatory sacrifice for 
sins, is utterly overthrown. For, first, 
from these words of the Apostle, ‘It was 
not needful that He should offer Him- 
self often, for then must He have often 
suffered,’ chap. ix. 24—26, it is very 
evident that Christ cannot offer Him- 
self, but He must suffer, Since then 


they dare not say that Christ suffers in 
the mass, neither can they say that 
Christ offers Himself there. Secondly, 
from those words, ‘ Without shedding 
of blood there is no remission,’ chap. 
ix. 22, it follows, either that the Sacri- 
fice of the mass must be a bloody sa- 
crifice, and so Christ’s Blood must be 
as often shed as He is offered in the 
mass, or else that it obtaineth no re- 
mission of sin.’”’— Whitby in loco. ] 
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fice of the mass; and how full of proof they may be against 
the Popish sacrifice, Iam not concerned to say; nor indeed 
do I pretend to know, how the modern doctors of the Church 
of Rome have modified their notions upon this subject; but I 
know very well the charity of our adversaries here at home, 
and that they do upon all occasions declare us Papists in this 
point; and I was apprehensive, that what Dr. Whitby has 
written in confutation of the Sacrifice of the Church of Rome 
in so famous a book, as his Paraphrase and Commentary on 
the New Testament, might by unwary readers be applied to 
the primitive Sacrifice, which I am now defending ; and there- 
fore I have said thus much by way of prevention. 

The Apostle in the beginning of the tenth chapter, has 


his eye still fixed upon the sacrifices offered on the day of 


SECT. 
I. 


expiation. And that I may not too much trespass on my Lev. xvi. 


reader’s patience, I will, instead of a long disquisition, 
which it were easy to make on this occasion, only present 
him with a paraphrase on the four first verses, with some 
brief reflections. 


“The Law having” only “a” faint previous “ shadow of the chap. x. 1. 


good things to come,” that is, of Christ’s Body and Blood, 
of which He was the High-Priest’, in those sacrifices offered 
on the day of expiation, which were not intended to be the 
“very image” according to the life of the things by them 
represented, as the Sacrifice of the Eucharist is; ‘can never 
by those sacrifices, which they [the high-priests] offer year 
by year, consecrate for ever those that come,” or draw nigh 
to God, by them, or with them. 

In making the “very image” to be the Eucharist, I have 
the authority of many of the ancients: that teXevody pro- 
perly signifies to consecrate, I have before proved. Dr. 


_ Whitby agrees with me in construing e/s To dunvexés with 


TENELOUD §, 


“ For then,” that is, if they had been able for ever to con- ver. 2. 


secrate those who made use of them, “would they not have 
ceased to be offered?” Yes, certainly, “because the cultors 


¥ See my explication of chap. ix. ll. 7d Sinvexés, ‘expiate sins for ever;’ or 
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once purged,” or consecrated, would have no more [such] 
“conscience for sin,” as to make them sensible of the 
necessity of being consecrated again the next year. 

As the mpocepyouevor may denote the priests themselves, 
because they are peculiarly said “to draw near to God,” so 
it is very highly probable, that the Aatpevovres can be no 
other than they, if it be considered, that Tov XatpedovTa does 
certainly characterize the high-priest. I suppose the Apostle 
first treats of the consecration of the priests, and afterwards 
of the people, in this chapter. And I suppose there is a very 
apparent reason, why the sacrifices on the day of expiation 
would have ceased, if they could have had a perpetual per- 
manent effect ; and that is, because they were only intended 
as lustrative or preparative sacrifices; and if they could 
once for all have taken off men’s natural ineptitude and dis- 
ability for Divine worship, there would have been no further 
occasion for the use of them; but this reason does not at all 
affect the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, for that is not intended 
as an initiative or lustrative sacrifice. Christ did once for 
all personally offer His Body and Blood, for the perpetual 
consecration, lustration, or initiation of His whole Church; 
and this is therefore never to be offered again; but then 
it does not follow, that the Eucharist may not be a Saeri- 
fice for other intents and purposes, though not for this. 

“But in those sacrifices there is a remembrance again — 
made of sins every year,” by the high-priest. 

And indeed it appears, that the high-priest was obliged 
to make atonement for his own sins on this day, whether 
he had committed any sin, or contracted any legal unclean- 
ness in the foregoing year, or not; and the reason is very 
obvious, upon the supposition so often mentioned; viz. that 
these sacrifices were not intended to take away wholly the 
guilt of disobedience; but to remove that unfitness for the 
worship of God, which proceeded from natural corruption, 


as well as from the known transgressions of the Divine pe 2 


{but that this unfitness could be removed only for one yeas ’s 
time, that is, till the next day of expiation.] | 

“For it is not possible, that the blood of bulls and of 
goats should for ever take away sin;”’ that is, the incapacity 
of men to appear in the presence of God to worship Him. 
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I add “for ever” from the first verse, where the Apostle SECT: 
is his own interpreter; and I suppose there can be no : 
doubt, but that the sacrifices offered on the day of expiation 

being of Divine appointment were effectual to the ends for 

which they were designed; but that bemg designed only to 

relieve men from their ineptitude to Divine worship for one 

year, they could not therefore do it once for all, as the 
Sacrifice of Christ Jesus hath. 

The Apostle proceeds, from verse the fifth to the end of ver. 5—9. 
the ninth, to prove from the words of David, that God did Ps.x1.6—8. 
very little esteem the sacrifices and offerings of the Law, 
in comparison of the Body of Christ, Which was in due 
time to be offered to Him. It is not indeed certain from 
the words of the psalm, that David did particularly mean 
the sacrifices on the day of expiation. “Sacrifices and offer- 
ings” are general words, but yet they are restrained by the 
mentioning of “ burnt-offerings, and sacrifices for sin.” And 
it is observable, that all the solemn sacrifices appointed for 
the day of expiation, were either burnt-offerings or sacri- 
fices for sim. Aaron is ordered on this day to “come into Lev. xvi. 3. 
the holy place, with a bullock for a sin-offering, and a ram 
for a burnt-offering,” and with these he was to “ make ver. 6. 
atonement for himself and his house;” and further he was to 
“take of the children of Israel two kids of the goats for a 
sin-offering, and a ram for a burnt-offering ;” and these were 
the only sacrifices peculiar to that day. And though David 
gives us no other hint, whereby we can learn, that he meant 
these sacrifices; yet the Apostle, who wrote by the same 
Spirit, to prove that the blood of bulls and goats offered on 
this day (for of those he was speaking) could not for ever ver. 4. 
take away sin, in the sense so often before mentioned, alleges 
these words of the psalm; and I suppose therefore, that St. 

Paul is clear in this point; and that he looked upon it as a 
certain truth, that the Sacrifice offered by Christ Jesus in 
person was to do that for ever, which the Levitical sacrifices 
could only do from year to year. I have before observed, 
that several of the ancients did believe, that Christ did fulfil 
_ this prophecy of David in the original Eucharist, where He 
_ did spiritually, intentionally, and mystically, offer His own 


: 
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CHAP. Body to God, under the symbols and pledges of Bread and 
~__- Wine, which He had consecrated for this purpose; but the 
reader is not from thence to infer, that we do in our Eucha- 
rists offer the Sacramental Body and Blood, for the re- 
consecrating the Church and its ministrations, or to make 
a new satisfaction for the sins of the world; these were the 
first ends our Saviour had in view in the first oblation, 
and these were then obtained by Him once for all. I have 
before observed, and do now seasonably remind my reader, 
that as the first Passover was not sacrificed precisely for 
the same ends, that the future Passovers were offered; so 
neither did our Saviour in the original Eucharist present 
His Body and Blood to the Father altogether for the same 
purposes that we are now to do it. We offer it as a 
memorial, or commemorative sacrifice: our Saviour did 
not so. For the first oblation was then im fieri, and in 
present; and what is present cannot properly be said to 
be commemorated. We offer it for the application of the 
merits of the first and grand oblation; whereas our Saviour 
offered His Body to be a perpetual stock of those merits, 
which we by our Eucharists are from time to time to draw 
from that inexhaustible treasure; and to say no more, our 
Saviour in and by the first Eucharist, and His crucifixion 
or mactation consequent upon that Eucharist, offered an 
initiatory Sacrifice, whereby He for ever enabled and qualified 
His Church, without any other lustrative rites or oblations, 
to make the nearest approaches to God, and especially to 
continue this Sacrifice; not for the reconsecrating either 
Priest or people, but for the acknowledging the consecration 
once for all performed, and all other benefits of His death; 
and for the perpetual application of the merits thereof to 
ourselves. I must further observe, that the words “I come 
to do Thy will,” are not a full rendition of the Greek or 
Hebrew. It has sufficiently been proved, as I have said, 
by Dr. Hickes, that the Greek croveiy and the Hebrew nwy 
when applied to sacrifice, do signify to ‘offer :’ and it is also 
evident that the Greek @é\nwa and the Hebrew }ry5 do signify 
something ‘peculiarly acceptable and delightful.’ It is a 
common observation that Oé\ew signifies ‘to take pleasure’ 
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in any thing, and by parity of reason @éAnua denotes ‘the 
thing with which one is pleased,’ or which is ‘in a peculiar 
manner desired, or pleasing’ to another. The Hebrew word 
is at other places rendered Sexrdv, ‘ acceptable, or singularly 
pleasing ;? see LXX. Levit. 1.4; xxi. 19; Deut. xxxiii. 23; 
Isa. lxi. 2; lx. 7: so that instead of “I come to do Thy will,” 
I crave leave to say, “I come to offer the acceptable thing 
or Sacrifice, that is, My Body.” I have made this digression, 
not so much from any advantage to the cause which I am 
pleading, as to make this text more clear than it is in our 
modern translations ; and accordingly the tenth verse is thus 
to be rendered, “In, or by which acceptable [Sacrifice] we 
have been consecrated, we [I say, have been consecrated | 
through the offering of the Body of Christ, all at once.” 
I apprehend that the Apostle speaks here of our Saviour’s 
consecrating His Apostles by the oblation of Himself. It 
is expressed in the Greek in the preeterperfect tense 7jyvac- 
poevor eouev; and when he says ‘we,’ it is most proper to 
understand those of the apostolical order, and their successors 
for ever. It has before been observed, that épazaé signifies 
‘all at once,’ or ‘at one and the same time; and this seems 
best to fit the sense here; for épdma& does most probably 
affect the verb. It is an adverb, and therefore, according to 
the common rules of construction, cannot be put with the 
substantive mpoogopa; and the Apostles and whole Christian 
hierarchy were consecrated or enabled to be ministers of 
the New Testament all at once, by the personal oblation of 
Christ ; though if it be said, they were consecrated ‘ once,’ 
or ‘once for all, neither does that much alter the sense, but 
only somewhat obscures it. For it is to be considered, that 
the office of Priesthood itself was consecrated or founded in 
the persons of the Apostles; and as the office itself was here 
founded, so was that part or branch of it, whereby the 
Apostles and their successors were empowered to adopt 
others into a partnership of that office; and the ordination 
or consecration of particular men to the episcopal office is 
only an exercise of that power, which was for ever con- 
ferred upon the apostolical college, by the first oblation 
performed by Christ Himself. It is not the founding of a 
new dignity, or office; but admitting one into that which 
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ver. 14, 


John xvii. 
19. 


ver. 11. 


Lev. xiv. 20. 
26. 31. 


208 


HEB. IX. AND X. CONSIDERED. 


was erected, and confirmed once for all by our great High- 
Priest*. 

And having thus far spoke of the Christian Priesthood, he 
now proceeds to shew the same of all that belong to the 
Christian Church, whom he calls the dytafouevos, such as are, 
by becoming members of His Body, ‘ purged,’ ‘ sanctified,’ as 
it is in our translation, that is, released from their natural 
incapacity of offering their devotions to God; for whereas he 
before spake in the preterperfect tense, as having an eye 
particularly to the Apostles, who were in the first place in- 
vested with this privilege in a very eminent manner, and to 
whom He had beforehand given a promise of it, as was before 
observed ; he now descends to speak of all, who had hitherto 
joined themselves to that Church which He had purchased 
with His own Blood, and become, by this means, a people 
near to God. The Apostle, to introduce what he was to say 
on this head, takes notice, that “every high-priest [among 
the Jews] stood on every day [of expiation] ministering and 
offering oftentimes the same sacrifices, which can never take 
away sin” all at once. I translate the Greek “ every high- 
priest,” because not only the Syriac and Ethiopic versions 
have it, but also Theodoret, and St. Cyril of Alexandria so 
read it, and seven MSS. and among these the Alexandrian. 
And indeed these were the only sacrifices for sin often of- 
fered, of which the Apostle could say, that they did not take 
away sin; for of those other sin-offerings occasionally to be 
made, it is expressly said of them that bring them to be 
offered, that their sins “ shall be forgiventhem.” So that it 
is, I suppose, clear, that the words were meant of the sacri- 


t The reader will pardon me, if I _ be ‘ offerers’ or ‘ sacrificers.’ I cannot 


offer a conjecture, which I shall build 
nothing upon, but barely propose to his 
consideration. The words oi 5:4 mpoo- 
popas Tov cHuaros Tov *Incod Xpicrod 
seem to me capable of this rendition, 
‘we, who are employed, or are conver- 
sant in the offering of the Body of Jesus 
Christ.’ For ‘ we’ is implied in écpéy, 
and the particle of with a preposition 
usually signifies office, employment, or 
the like ; so of kar’ dyopay, ‘ pleaders,’ or 
‘whose employment is in courts of ju- 
dicature ;’ of db Bhuaros, ‘ orators,’ or 
‘they whose business is in the pulpit ;’ 
and by analogy of 51a rporopas should 


doubt but of was written with the Apo- 
stle’s own hand; for it is unaccount- 
able how a word, which in the general 
opinion rather clouds the sense than 
otherwise, should ever be added by any 
other hand; and it is in all MSS, ex- 
cepting six or seven. Nor is it any 
wonder, that transcribers should leave 
out what they thought redundant, or di 
not understand. If Ihad any evidence 
that the preposition d:¢ was eyer so 
used, as it is certain several others are, 
I should think this a very considerable 
evidence, that St. Paul spoke of all the 
Apostles as sacrificing Priests. 
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fices on the day of expiation, so often before mentioned; and SECT. 
therefore I need give no other reason, why I turn cal? jpépav : 
fon every day’ of expiation, as before. “ But this Man 
[Jesus] after He had offered one Sacrifice for sin for ever,” 
stood no longer ministering, or offering Sacrifice ; but “sat 
down on the right. hand of God, from henceforth expecting, 
until His enemies be made His footstool; for He hath by 
one offering consecrated for ever all that are sanctified” by 
Baptism. The Apostle is so far from intending to say, that 
all Christian people are so perfected by the one oblation, that 
by that oblation the practice and guilt of moral sin was abo- 
lished in them ; that he says in effect the direct contrary: 
for he gives us to understand, that Christ is still expecting, 
until His enemies be made His footstool. And sin is none 
of the most inconsiderable of these enemies. And it is evi- 
dent, that what is expected is not yet accomplished: and 
it is certain in fact, that even good Christians are still obliged 
often and with great difficulty to strive with the guilt and 
power of sin; and therefore the victory over sin in this sense 
was not achieved all at once, but by degrees; and it will 
never be finished or completed by particular men, while 
they are in this state, where the flesh lusteth against the 
spirit ; nor by the whole Church, until death and Satan are at 
the same time entirely and finally subdued ; and Dr. Whitby, 
as if he had here been conscious of the defect of his hypo- 
thesis, mentions in his paraphrase “Satan, Antichrist, and 
death,” as enemies yet to be conquered ; but omits sin, as 
being sensible, that the mention of it in the sense in [which] 
he all along takes it would confute his whole comment on 
: this place: and yet it is certain to a demonstration, that sin 
cannot be said to be totally vanquished until the devil be 
wholly and finally disarmed; and that therefore Christ did 
not so perfect His people by the one oblation, as once for all 
to take away the guilt and power of sin; and that therefore 
my interpretation stands good ; viz. that He hath, by offering 
Himself, qualified His sincere servants for the perpetual wor- 
ship of God, by which means they are gradually to attain a 
final and total conquest. The Apostle proves this from the 
words of the Prophet Jeremiah, where God promises to put chap. xxxi. 


“‘ His laws in the people’s hearts, and to write them in their 
JOHNSON. P 


Heb. vii. 27. 
ver. 12. 





CHA-P, 
Il. 


Jer. XXxi, 
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ver. 18. ° 
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minds ;’ He does not mean, He would give them a sinless 
perfection, or exempt them from the power of temptations ; 
but that He would dispose their minds to the worship and 
service of Himself, and “ that He would remember their sins 
and iniquities no more.” In which words, no rational man 
can believe, that God debarred Himself from imputing sin 
to them, if they were guilty of it; or from punishing them 
either in this life, or the next, or both, if they continued im- 
penitent in it; but what He promises is, that as the people 
should have pious inclinations to the public worship of Him ; 
so He would not, for the future, remember their sins, as He 
had now done, by causing them to be transported into a 
remote country, where they wanted the convenience and op- 
portunity of public worship. For Jeremiah prophesied under 
the Babylonish captivity ; and God promises that He would 
never treat His redeemed people again in the same manner. 
And He so speaks, as that the words may be better and more 
properly applied to the Christian Church, to which God had 
undoubtedly an eye in this prophecy, than to the Jewish: 

and what He promises to the Christian Church is, that though 
much sin and weakness was to remain in particular members, 

yet this sin and weakness should not be so remembered by 
God, as that He would therefore annul their Sacraments ; 
or reject, or refuse His gracious presence to their public as- 
semblies. If any thing more be contained in this promise, it 
is this, that the sins of the whole Christian Church shall never 
so far provoke God, as to make Him proceed to an utter ex- 
cision of it, or to cause the Church to be no more. And in- 
deed these words seem so to be explained, by those which 
immediately follow. ‘ Thus saith the Lord, that giveth the 
sun for a light by day, and the ordinances of the moon and 
stars for a light by night — If these ordinances pass from 
before Me, saith the Lord, then the seed of Israel shall also 
cease from being a nation from before Me, saith the Lord, for 
ever.” In which words the Christian Church has a promise 
of perpetual duration unto the end of the world: and this is 
indeed implied in her being consecrated once for ever. And 
now we are come to those words, which seem to some to 
contain an unanswerable objection against the Sacrifice of the 
Eucharist, viz. “ where remission of these [sins and iniqui- 
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ties] is, there is no more sacrifice for sin.” . But I appre- SECT. 
hend, my judicious reader can by this time see no manner of wee 
objection or difficulty in them ; or if there be any, it may be particu- 
removed by answering these three questions, viz. 1. What pele ge 
is meant by sins? 2. What by remission? 3. What by of- 
fering for sin? 

1. What is meant by sins? And the answer is, that actual 
known transgression of the moral or positive law, whereby 
we are obnoxious to guilt in this world and punishment in 
the next, cannot be meant by the word ‘sin’ in this context, 
nor even in these very words: for the sins here mentioned 
are such as are not remembered, or imputed to Christians ; 
whereas it is certain, that all immoral actions are imputed to 
Christians, as well as others. Nay, the sins here spoken of 
are such as were actually remitted at the offering of the 
grand Sacrifice; whereas the known actual sins of Christians 
are not forgiven, until they are repented of. Nor does the 
addition of the word ‘iniquities’ alter the case; for it has 
been shewed, that jy, commonly rendered by the LXX 
avomia, signifies no more than nxn, which is generally ren- 
dered as here, dwapria. And that both these words do fre- 
quently signify no more than that impurity, which is either 
inherent in the nature of all sublunary beings, or other- 
wise contracted; whereby they are unfit for the service or 
worship of God. 

2. What is meant by remission of sins? And it is evident 
that remission of sins is either the same with being ‘ conse- 
crated,’ or purged, ver. 14, or the immediate and necessary 
effect of it: for the Apostle produces these words of the 
Prophet Jeremiah to prove, that “Christ, by one offering, — 
consecrated them that are purged, or cleansed.” For he 
presently adds, “ whereof the Holy Ghost is witness ;” and 

then cites the words of the prophet: so that it is evident, 
that the remission here spoken of was actually passed, by and 
upon our Saviour’s offering Himself. And therefore it can- 
not import absolution from the guilt and punishment of 
known actual sin, because this cannot be passed, until the 
sin has been committed and repented of; the remission, of 
which the Apostle speaks, was obtained and granted once for 
all, and never to be repeated ; whereas the remission of guilt 
P2 
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CHAP. and punishment for particular Christians is to be obtained 
H . and granted occasionally from time to time, by a proper 
application of the merits of the death of Christ. 

3. What is meant by an offering for sin? And it is evident 
from what has been before discoursed, that it must be such 
an offering (I mean as to its ends and design) as was offered 
by Moses for the dedication or ratification of the covenant 
between God and the Israelites; or upon his erecting and 
consecrating the tabernacle and the Jewish economy. It — 
must be a Sacrifice intended for the qualifying men to attend 
and assist in the worship of God, as the ashes of the red 
heifer did. It must be a Sacrifice, or offering designed for 
the enabling men to continue the public worship and service 
of God, notwithstanding such defilements and corruptions as 
are necessarily incident to human nature; as the sacrifices 
offered on the day of expiation were; only more perfect than 
all of them joined together; for it did that all at once, which 
all these lustrative rites could not do. It gave all Christian 
people a right for ever after to join together to worship God: 
it formed them into a perpetual body or society of Priests 
and people, for performing a Divine and spiritual service, 
so that they need no new sacrifice to reconsecrate them: so 
that, in a word, ‘remitting sin’ in the eighteenth verse, and 
‘purging’ and ‘consecrating’ in the fourteenth verse, and 
‘taking away sin’ in the fourth verse, and ‘consecrating as 
pertaining to conscience,’ ch. ix. 9, are all phrases signifying 
in effect the same thing. And since it is evident, that conse- 
crating signifies here, and in the Levitical Law, dedicating to 
the service of God by initiative sacrifices and rites; and that 
‘taking away sin’ has the same signification, and imports 
the purging men and things from these defilements, which 
render them unfit for the service of Almighty God: there- 
fore ‘remission of sin’ here is to be taken in the same sense ; 
and men that are sensible of this privilege are said to be 
purged ‘as to their conscience ;’ because they are not under 
such inward checks as the Jews must be, when they presumed 
to approach the sanctuary under such defilements, as by the 
tenor of their Law made them, until they had. reconsecrated 
themselves, incapable of appearing before the Divine Majesty 
in the tabernacle, or temple. As the effects of Christ’s death 
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are various; so are the manner and seasons of dispersing or SECT. 
conferring those effects on those for whom they were in- 
tended. The pardon of actions and habits morally sinful in 
believers is, and ever shall be, administered to penitents as 
occasion requires ; and the same may be:said of that “ grace 
to help in time of need,” which Christ purchased for His 
people. There are other effects of His death, which were not 
only purchased by the one offermg Himself; but were like- 
wise all at once and for ever actually conferred upon His 
Church, as lberty from the yoke of the Jewish Law, and a 
free access to God to make our wants and our joys known 
unto Him. It is true, the charter of pardon upon repentance, 
and of all necessary yrace, were sealed at and by His death ; 
but these blessings could not be actually applied then to all 
that were hereafter to have occasion for them; because they 
were conditional, and could not be bestowed until these con- 
ditions were performed ; nay, they cannot now be applied to 
every single Christian all at once; especially remission of 
actual known guilt cannot be thus applied, before that guilt — 
is contracted, and proper means are used for the removing of 
it. But freedom from the yoke of the Jewish Law was abso- 
lute and without any restraint, because the very force and 
authority of it was taken away by Christ’s death ; and so was 
the liberty which Christ procured for His whole Church, and 
every member of it in their proper stations, to make their 
addresses to God; and these privileges are now, and have in 
all former ages, been applied to Christians once for all, viz. at 
their Baptism. And so by this time my reader will conclude 
with me, that the sense of this eighteenth verse is, that “ where 
there is’ such “remission of sins and iniquities,” that is, 
of such defilements, as before Christ’s coming made men 
incapable of presenting themselves in the place of public 
worship, there is no further occasion of such “ offering for 
sin,” as the Apostle had been speaking of; or “there is no 
longer” (that is the true import of ov« érv) such “an offering 
for sin,’ as was prescribed on the day of expiation, for recon- 
2 ciling priests, people, and the tabernacle itself, for the service 
i of the ensuing year: for it is evident, that the Apostle in this 
af place considers the Sacrifice of Christ only, as such an offer- 
ing for sin, as was initiative, lustrative, or consecrative ; and 
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not as such a Sacrifice for sin as wiped off all guilt and ob- 
noxiousness to punishment, when applied in a proper manner. 
St. Paul does frequently in other places speak of the Sacrifice 
offered by Christ in person, as a price and ransom for the 
guilt and punishment of all sins committed by believers; but 
here he treats of it with another view. And we are to re- 
member, that he was writing to the Hebrews, to whom these 
words and phrases, in the several significations above men- 
tioned, were known and familiar; and I persuade myself, that 
the greatest difficulty I labour under in writing upon this 
subject is, that my readers of all sorts are such as have not 
been used to take these words and phrases in such a sense, 
as the Apostle did first intend them. And yet I am per- 
suaded, that if the most learned amongst our adversaries will 
please to apply the word tedeody to any other fixed and de- 
terminate sense than that which I have above given to it; 
they will themselves be soon convinced, that it is not recon- 
cileable to, or consistent with, the Apostle’s arguings in this 
context; for this word imports the same thing with the 
phrase of ‘ taking away sin,’ as the reader will find, by com- 
paring the first and fourth verses of the tenth chaper. And 
that our Saviour did, by His Sacrifice on the cross, actually 
take away sin in any other meaning than that which I have 
offered, will be very hard for them to prove, and, I, humbly 
conceive, impossible. 

But if our adversaries do persist in that sense of ‘taking 
away sin,’ and ‘remitting of sin,’ which these phrases bear 
in common discourse, then neither they nor we can say that 
“there remains no more sacrifice or offering for sin;” or if 
any of our adversaries will be so hardy as to affirm it, then 
they must give me leave to say, that they make the condition 
of the lapsing Christian to be the same with that of an apos- 
tate. For the Apostle, in the twenty-sixth and twenty-seventh 
verses of the tenth chapter, to shew the miserable and des- 
perate condition of them who ‘sin wilfully’ after Baptism, that 
is, who renounce Christianity, says of them, that “there re- — 
mains no sacrifice for sin, but a certain fearful looking for of 
judgment.” The Apostle here evidently speaks upon this sup- 
position, viz. that there can be no forgiveness without a sacri- 
fice; and it is this that makes the case of the apostates with- 
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out redress or remedy. He is unpardonable, because there SECT. 


remains no sacrifice for his sin. But now, if there be no 
longer a sacrifice for the sins of offending Christians, how 
does their condition differ from that of apostates? And there- 
fore if our adversaries will, by remission of sin, understand 
taking off totally and finally the guilt and punishment, they as 
well as we must be obliged to read the eighteenth verse inter- 
rogatively, viz. ‘‘ Now where remission of these is, is there not 
yet an offering for sin?” Yes, undoubtedly, for there is no 
remission without sacrifice; and what makes the state of 
apostates deplorable is this, that they have committed sin, 
and have no sacrifice with which to expiate it; and therefore 
according to the Apostle’s own reasoning, where there is re- 
mission of sin, there must be yet an offering for sm; upon 
supposition, that by sm is meant known and actual traus- 
gression, according to our adversaries’ notions. If it be said, 
that there remains indeed a Sacrifice for believers that “have 
been overtaken in a fault,” but no other sacrifice except that 
offered by Christ Jesus: so say we too, for we believe that 
the Sacrifice offered by the Church is no other than that 
offered by Christ, (though for ends somewhat different ;) if it 
be said that this Sacrifice was once offered by Christ, but 
must be offered no more, that is the very point in dispute 
between us. That it was once offered by Christ is confessed 
on all hands; that. it is to be offered no more, is the inference 
drawn by our adversaries, which we cannot allow. The Apo- 
stle nowhere says, that the Body and Blood of Christ is no 
more to be offered. All that can be proved from his discourse 
is, that it cannot be offered as an initiatory or consecratory 
sacrifice ; and there is this manifest difference in the grand 
Sacrifice considered as initiatory, and considered as having a 
power for making satisfaction for known sin; that the bene- 
fits of It, as initiatory, were conferred once for all upon the 
Church, and by consequence on every member of it; but the 
benefits thereof, as It has a power of absolving men from 
known actual sin, were not so bestowed actually all at once, 
but gradually and occasionally, as has before been observed ; 
and this shews the Apostle’s meaning, when he says that 
there remains no more sacrifice for the apostate, who had 
forsaken the Christian assemblies, and so deserted the Church; 
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namely, that there is no reconsecrative Sacrifice under the 
Gospel, whereby either the Church, or any member of it, can 
be anew separated to the service of God; and he therefore 
that has thus shut himself out of the Church, of which he 
was once a member, can never be re-admitted. By renounc- 
ing Christ he has lost the benefit, and forfeited the privilege 
purchased by the first and principal oblation ; and so cannot 
by virtue of that be restored to Christian communion ; and 
there remains no other such initiatory Sacrifice; and there- — 
fore the apostate remains without hope of any possible recon- 
secration to the service of God. He is so far from being im 
a capacity to obtain forgiveness of sin, that he is driven and 
ejected from the presence of God, and not permitted to join 
that one body of men, the Church, among whom only this 
privilege of having sins pardoned upon repentance does re- 
side. And if the lapsing Christian, as well as the apostate, 
is destitute of a reconsecratory Sacrifice, there remains no 
such oblation, either for the one or the other: but the laps- 
ing Christian wants no such reconsecratory Sacrifice, though 
he for a time be suspended or excluded from the communion 
of the Church; because when that suspension is taken off, he 
remains fully instated in the privilege of being admitted to 
the Christian worship, whereby his pardon may be perfected. 
And it is to be observed, that the censure of excommunication 
was never designed by our Saviour, or His Apostles, to be 
an exclusion from the Church totally and finally; but only 
a depriving men of the privileges and benefits of communion 
for a time, in order to reduce them to their duty. If excom- 
munication be perpetual, it is the obstinacy of the offender 
that makes it so, and not the law of Christ or His Church. 
On the other side, the apostate, as has been shewed, can be 
never the better for the consecration, which was procured 
and passed at the oblation of the principal Sacrifice; and 
by renouncing this Sacrifice, he for ever disables himself 
from receiving the benefit of It again; and so he remains 
incurable, But if both the lapsing Christian and the apos- 
tate do want a sacrifice for the expiation of moral guilt, | 
and yet no sacrifice remains for either of them; then the 
case of both must be equally desperate, and without remedy ; 
which God forbid. If therefore by ‘offering for sin’ in the 
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eighteenth verse, my reader understand the same thing, that 
he does by ‘sacrifice for sin’ in the twenty-sixth verse; 
and in both places take it for an initiatory consecratory 
oblation, the sense runs clear; and it is owned, that neither 
the baptized Christian persevering in his profession, has any 
occasion for such a sacrifice; nor can he that is a renegade 
or revolter from Christianity receive any advantage from 
such sacrifice; and so it may be said in relation to both, 
that “there is yet no longer such sacrifice or offering for 
sins,” and this is the sense which I prefer. But if my 
reader will, by a sacrifice for sin, understand a sacrifice that 
may be satisfactory for the removing guilt and punishment ; 
then he must give me leave to conclude, that the eighteenth 
verse is to be read interrogatively, and that that interrogation 
is to be resolved into an affirmation; q. d. where “ remission 
of sins is, there is yet an offering for sin;” or if he do not 
allow this, he must consider, whether it be possible to dis- 
cover any difference. between the lapsmg Christian and the 
apostate. When both are equally destitute of a sacrifice, and 
without a sacrifice there can be no expiation of guilt; and 
if it were the Apostle’s intention to say, “ there is yet a sacri- 
fice ;” then the conclusion of St. Paul’s discourse is directly 
contrary to that, which our adversaries would have it*. I 
leave them to choose which they please; and if they choose 
the last, but add, that though there be a sacrifice, yet that 
it is not to be re-offered ; I answer, no such consequence can 
be drawn from any thing, which the Apostle says in these 
chapters ; nay, I apprehend, he says, what will in effect be 
a proof of the contrary, even in this Epistle, as we shall here- 
after see. In the mean time, I submit it to the judgment 
of my learned reader to determine, whether this context, 
which is commonly thought to favour the cause of our 
adversaries, more than any other in the whole Bible, be not 





« The necessity of a sacrifice to be | 


offered for a lapsing Christian may 
grate hard upon the ears of some Pro- 
testants. But the judgment of St. 
Cyprian is of more weight with me 
than a thousand modern commentators. 
He* complains of some lapsing Chris- 
tians, that they had presumed to speak 


peace to themselves “ before their sins 
were expiated, before confession of 
their crime had been made, before their 
conscience had been cleansed by Sacri- 
fice and the hand of the Priest, before 
the wrath of an angry, threatening 
God had been pacified.’ [2nd Ed. } 


* e. p. 11. Ap. 
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. rather for us, than against us; for here we are instructed in 


———— this great truth, that our Saviour by His first Sacrifice con- 


That the 
perfecting 
mentioned 
Heb. x. is 
not exclu- 
sive of 
farther 
perfecting. 


secrated His Apostles, and His whole Church, for some spe- 
cial Divine services; if the oblation of Christ’s Body be not 
also expressly mentioned as one of these services. However, 
that is in effect already proved, which I promised to shew 

2. In the second place, viz. that the perfecting, and 
sanctifying, and sacrifice for sin, meant by the Apostle, 
are not exclusive of other perfecting, and sanctifying, and 
sacrifice for sin; this, I say, is already proved; for the per- 
fecting here meant is only consecrating the whole Church, 
especially the Priests, to the service of God. ‘The sanctifying 
here intended imports no more, than freeing men and things 
from the disability they are under by nature, or otherwise, 
for the service of God; and by the sacrifice for sin is here 
meant such a sacrifice as effected this consecration or dedi- 
cation. For if the consecratory, or initiatory sacrifices offered 
by Moses, or the reconsecratory oblations made on the day 
of expiation, had been never so perfect in their kind; though 
they had once for all effectually attained their end, and con- 
ferred a perpetual indelible consecration on priests, and 
people, and tabernacle; yet it does by no means follow, 
that they were therefore to offer no other sacrifices, either 
for pardon of sin, or for any other ends. The Hebrews, to 
whom St. Paul wrote this Epistle, could not be so ignorant, 
as to draw any such conclusion from this discourse; they 
well knew, and so may we too, that the sacrifices offered 
by Moses, and the red heifer, and the sacrifices on the day 
of expiation, were not intended by God to excuse or free 
men from the obligation of offering other sacrifices: nay, 
they were sensible, that the main end and intention of the 
sacrifices of Moses, and [those] on the day of expiation, was 
to put men into a condition and capacity to offer other — 
sacrifices and devotions appointed by the Law of Moses. 
And by parity of reason, the consecrative or initiative 
power of the first Sacrifice offered by Christ in person is 
so far from proving, that no sacrifice is for the future to 
be offered, that it rather proves the direct contrary; for 
there had been no occasion for such initiatory, conse- 
cratory Sacrifice, if it had not been in order to prepare 
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and qualify the Church for some very solemn and eximious SECT. 
service; and since it does appear from other evidence, if = di 
not from these chapters, that our blessed Saviour did 
before and by His death offer, and for ever institute the 
most Divine and beneficial Sacrifice that was ever presented 
to God by mere men; and did, by this first oblation and 
institution, intend to consecrate His Priests and people (as 
appears from this chapter) as to all other religious offices, 
so especially to that which was most excellent; therefore 
the most proper conclusion from these things put together 
is, that this most solemn service and Sacrifice is for ever 
to be offered and observed by us: is for ever to be cele- 
brated by Priests, clergy, and people in their several stations, 
with a full assurance, that the pollutions of men can never 
defile or invalidate a Sacrifice, that receives its power and 
sanction from the most precious Blood of the Son of 
God. And thus it appears, that the consequence of this 
consecration, which the Church of Christ acquires by the 
first oblation of the grand Sacrifice, is this; that all the 
members of this Church have a certain, infallible remedy 
against the guilt of all actual sin; that is, they have a right 
of access to God in the public assembly; and by virtue of 
the holy offices there performed, and especially of the Sacri- 
fice of the Eucharist there offered, they have an application 
of the merits of Christ’s death made to them, for the taking 
away that obnoxiousness to punishment which they had in- 
curred; and therefore the full effect and consequence of 

| our being consecrated, perfected, or admitted to the service 

and worship of God once for all, is this; that we are by this 
means made capable of pardon upon repentance, and of all 
the blessings purchased by Christ, upon condition that we 
apply ourselves to God in the method appointed by Him. 
I proceed therefore, 

Thirdly, to shew further what reason we have to believe, st. Paul 

that the Apostle had an eye to the Eucharistical oblation, #7 


Eucharisti- 
even in these very chapters. The reason I have to think so fos Hoh &. 
is taken from the inference, which he draws from the fore- 19—23. 
going discourse : for having said, “there remains yet no sacri- 

fice or offering for sin,” meaning such initiatory sacrifice or 


offering as Moses made upon the ratification of the old cove- 
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nant, and the dedication of the tabernacle, or reconsecratory 
sacrifices, as were enjomed on the day of expiation; and 
having shewed them just before, what a more perfect con- 
secration to the service of God they had obtained through 
the personal Sacrifice, he first concludes, that they ought to 
make use of this privilege, in “ drawing near to the Holies,” 
by the way that Christ had ‘ dedicated’ for them, that is, the 
Church, (which was the tabernacle through which He entered 
into heaven ;) and it is certain that we must follow the way 
which Christ did first tread out for us. This is the Apostle’s 
meaning, when he says, “we have freedom of access to the 
Holy of Holies,” that is, heaven; “and having a new and 
living way,” through His tabernacle the Church, which was 
“ first consecrated by the Body of Christ,” which is therefore 
as the ‘ vail’ by which we must be let into this tabernacle ; “ let 
us approach to the Holies,” that is, to heaven; and then we 
make our nearest approaches to heaven, when we join in the 
solemn devotions of the Church. Now this is the most natural 
and obvious application of the foregoing context; taking it, 
as Ihave done, to contain a proof, that Christ did by His first 
Sacrifice once for all prepare us for Divine worship. For itis 
to say, since we have this privilege purchased by Christ, let 
us make use of it. Butif, on the other hand, it had been the 
Apostle’s design to tell us, that by the one Sacrifice of Christ 
we are perfectly pardoned, and have the perfection of Divine 
grace assured to us; wherefore should he send people to 
church, as if any addition could be made to these blessings 
by the ministry of men? They amongst us, who are best 
versed in such glosses as these, if they do come to church, 
or to any religious congregation, yet they take care to let the 
world know, that they disdain the very ministry and Divine 
ordinances, which they use. And the Quakers, who have in- 
dulged themselves in the full consequence of this doctrine, 
have laid aside all ministry and ordinances; and a contempt 
of Priests and Sacraments is with them a certain sign of per- 
fection; but it is very evident, that the Apostle’s inference 
is directly contrary to the vain conceits of these men. For 
he speaks to the Hebrews, as to a body of men associated for 
Divine worship ; and in order to enter into heaven, he charges 
them to “draw near with a true heart, in fulness of faith ;” 
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that is, with a full assurance, that Christ hath purchased for sect 
them the perpetual privilege of public worship ; and that we —_* — 
may be sure he meant drawing near in public worship, he 
charges them first to be baptized ; for that is the undoubted 
meaning of those words, “ having your hearts sprinkled from ver. 22, 
an evil conscience, and your bodies washed with pure water.” 
For it is by Baptism, that men are sprinkled from an evil 
conscience ; because thereby they have not only forgiveness 
of all past sin, but admittance into the Church and liberty to 
join in the public addresses and devotions of God’s people ;_ 
as the Jews of old were qualified to enter into the tabernacle, 
by having water mingled with the ashes of the red heifer 
. sprinkled upon them: see Dr. Whitby’s excellent note on 
this place’. Further, the Apostle bids them “ hold fast,” or 
carefully retain the use of “the oblation of their hope,” or 
“faith” (choose which reading youplease) “ without wavering.” 
I have before observed, that éuodoy/a signifies an oblation, and 
so I turn it here. For it is very certain, that the word has 
this signification with the Hellenists, and that it has any other 
_Signification is not certain. St. Paul twice uses this exhor- 
tation of holding fast our homology ; first, chap. iv. 14, and 
: the English word ‘ oblation’ admirably well falls in with the 
sense of the Apostle in that place; for “seeing we have a 
great High-Priest,” says the Apostle, “that is passed into 
the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let us hold fast,” or retain 
£ the use of “our oblation. For we have not an High-Priest, 
that cannot be touched with a feeling of our infirmities — Let 
us therefore come boldly unto the throne of grace, that we 
may obtain mercy,” &c. The whole cannot more aptly be 
understood than by applying it to the Eucharist, which is our 








vy [God appoints the water made 
of the ashes of the red heifer to cleanse 
them from those legal impurities, which 
rendered them unfit to come into His 
tabernacle, and made it dangerous for 
them to approach unto it; styling it 
on that account ‘a purification from 
sin :’ and this water was to be sprinkled 
on the unclean, and he was to wash his 
clothes, and bathe himself in water, 
and being thus purified might come 
into the sanctuary, Numb. xvii. 19, 20; 


_____ this sprinkling of the blood and water 


sanctifying to the purification of the 


flesh, Heb. ix. 13. Let us therefore, 
saith the Apostle, who have (not our 
flesh only, but) our consciences purified 
from the guilt of sin, by the sprinkling 
(not of the blood of bulls and goats, but) 


of the Blood of Christ, and have our 


High-Priest still presenting this Blood 
before the mercy-seat, and who have 
our bodies washed with the pure water 
of Baptism, the laver of regeneration 
(as the clothes and bodies of the un- 
clean were with fountain-water), draw 
near to God with greater freedom than 
they could,’’] 
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CH in homology or oblation ; and of which Christ Jesus is the High- 





chap. ii 


ver.. 16. 


ver, 25. 


Priest. And since He is passed into the heavens, to make 
” way for its acceptance ; we have all the encouragement we 
can desire, to persevere in offering It up to God; and there- 
fore when he bids the Hebrews “come boldly to the throne 
of grace,” I apprehend we cannot more congruously interpret 
the Apostle, than by supposing that he invites them to ap- 
proachthe Altarwith a becoming modest assurance ; the same 
which St. Barnabas means, when he speaks of altius ad altare 
accedere, cap. 1, “‘ coming up higher to the Altar.” For it is 
certain, that m the primitive Church all the most momentous 
and important petitions were presented to God at the Lord’s 
Table ; and to such prayers a gracious answer was expected 
on account of the Sacrifice there exhibited to God; and 
therefore no title does more properly belong to it than this 
of “the throne of grace,” as being the most eminent utensil 
in the Christian Church, ‘‘ the seat of the Body of Christ,” 
and ‘ on which the Holy Ghost descends upon the invocation,” 
as Optatus observes, and where the devotions of the Church 
were offered with the greatest assurance of success. I am 
sensible, that commentators usually say, that Christ Himself 
is this throne ; but to make the same person both the High- 
Priest and the throne, in the very same text, seems not con- 
sistent with the common obvious rules of analogy and con- 
cinnity, especially when there is no manner of occasion for 
it; since this title does so exactly comport with the Holy 
Table. And when the Apostle here (chap. x. 23,) does again 
repeat this admonition of “ holding fast our homology,” I can- 
not but take him in the same sense; because by this ho- 
mology (whatever it be) we are to draw near to the Holy of 
Holies; we cannot come to it without Baptism, as appears by 
the foregoing verse; and it was to be made in the Christian 
assemblies, and I suppose nothing does so well answer these 
characters, as the Eucharist. And as I have before in this 
section observed, that ouodroyia has no other signification in 
the Greek version of the Old Testament; so neither have I 
any reason to believe, that it has any other in the New. I 
have in ‘ the Propitiatory Oblation, p. 12, shewed, that this 
word in the ninth chapter of the second Epistle to the 
Corinthians, ver. 13, does most probably signify the oblation 
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made by the people of Corinth, at the Eucharist ; and that he 
there commends them for their “ subjecting their oblation to 
the Gospel of Christ” in His Church, rather than to the Law 
of Moses in the temple. And I do not find that the word is 
elsewhere used in the New Testament, except in the sixth 
chapter of the first Epistle of St. Paul to Timothy; where 
at the twelfth and thirteenth verses, first Timothy and then 
Jesus Christ are mentioned, as witnesses to the Christian 
oblation. He says of Timothy, mpordynoas tiv Kady 6po- 
oylav évdtriov TOAA@Y papTipev, “thou madest the good 
oblation before many witnesses.” I suppose the Apostle 
alludes to the specimen, which Timothy gave, of his suffi- 
cience for the office of a Priest or Bishop, when upon his 
ordination he did in the face of the public assembly make 
the Eucharistical oblation to the great. satisfaction and edifi- 
cation of all that were present? And it is to be observed, that 
as all nouns do sometimes give an unusual signification to 
their conjugate verbs, so may duodoy/a here determine the 
sense of the verb owodoyeiv, though there is no necessity to 
recur to this expedient : for duodoyeiv is a word by which the 
~LXX turn the Hebrew 13, Jeremiah xliv. 25; and as ‘to 
vow’ does perpetually imply some material thing, which is the 
object of that action; so we are sure it does so in that place. 
For the thing vowed was ‘incense,’ and ‘a drink offering.’ 
“We will surely perform the vows that we have vowed, to burn 
incense, and to‘pour out drink offerings.” And in the next 
verse it is said of Jesus Christ, that “‘ He attested” or confirmed 
“the good oblation under Pontius Pilate ;” that is, during the 
time of his prefecture. We say in our Creed, that Jesus 
Christ suffered “ under Pontius Pilate,” éi ITovriov IIindrov, 
as here ; and it was upon His death, under this Roman pre- 
fect, that He made His Apostles the authentic witnesses of 
His offering His Body and Blood in the Eucharist, and insti- 
tuting the oblation of It m His Church for ever after. . The 
‘good homology, made first by Christ, afterwards by Timothy, 
must, I apprehend, be the very same thing; otherwise it-is 
not accountable, why the Apostle should express it in the 
same words, in two verses together. . It may indeed be sup- 
posed, that Timothy at his Baptism did make confession, that 
* Jesus was King of the Jews ;”. and that this was the same 
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confession, that Jesus made to Pontius Pilate. But that this 
was ever part of the Baptismal confession is wholly uncer- 
tain; and if it were so,I leave it to the reader to determine, 
whether it be more probable, that St. Paul would take an oc- 
casion to commend a Christian Bishop, from having made his 
Baptismal confessions as he ought to do, and which every the 
meanest Christian under his care had done, as well as him- 
self; or from his being well versed in the most solemn and 
sublime office of the Christian religion, I mean, the Eucharist ; 
it is the more credible that St.Paul should ascribe it as a 
very reputable qualification to Timothy, that “he had offered 
the good oblation before many witnesses ;” because his fellow- 
labourer, St. Clement of Rome, does thus characterize good 
Bishops, that “they offer the gifts in a holy unblameable 
manner.” I know Dr. Whitby by the homology understands 
his professing Christ in time of persecution; but this is 
merely gratis dictum, except it did appear, that Timothy 
before the writing of this Epistle had been under sufferings 
for Christ’s sake, of which I see no signs. And I would not 
have my reader despise this, as a mean conjecture of mine ; 
nor ought he to look upon it as such; for I really learned it 
from Origen, who, when he is arguing with Celsus, and speak- 
ing of sacrifices and particularly of the Eucharistical Bread as 
offered to God, adds immediately, cat cpatodpev THY owodoyiav 
Ews av Souev* ; which I cannot otherwise render, without doing 
violence to the coherence of Origen’s discourse, than thus ; 
viz. “ and we hold fast our oblation as long as we live ;” and 
lam pretty sure that my judicious reader will take it in this 
sense. There is also a passage in Cyril of Alexandria’s letter 
to Nestorius, where the title given by the Apostle is under- 
stood in that sense, which I now plead for; the Greek words 
are these, Ei &é€ &) xadotro Kal ’Amdortonos Kat “Apysepeds 
Ths 6poroyias Huav, os lepoupyav TO Oe@d cal ILarpi Thy mpos 
nov Adte@ te kat 8: Adtod TH Oce Kai Ilatpi rpocKkopifopéevnv 
Ths micTews dpworoyiay — madi Adrov eivar paper THY éx Deod 
kata piow Tidv pwovoyerny: that is, though (Christ) be called 
“the Apostle and High-Priest of our oblation, as sacrificing 
to God and the Father the oblation of our faith, offered to 


* a. p. 10. Ap. 1. 9. 1636; Vid. Routh, Opuscula, vol. ii. 
Y [Binius, tom. ii. pars i. p. 21]. ed. pp. 27.] i 
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Him, and by Him to God the Father in our behalf ;—yet sE CT. 
we assert Him to be the natural and only-begotten Son of ———— 
God.” And he uses it so again in the defence of the tenth 
Anathema’, “ ody’ ds pelfove Ded rpocKopifwv Thy lepoupyiar, 

aXn ‘“Eav7@ te cal 6 Ilarpi tis wictews hav THv oporoylav 
mpaywarevouevos,” “not as offering a Sacrifice to a greater 

God [than Himself], but as contriving the homology or obla- 

tion of our faith to Himself and the Father:” where by 

‘the homology of faith’ he seems plainly to mean the Eu- 
charist. And Dr. Grabe will inform us, that this oblation 
is offered, not only to the Father, but to the Son, according 

to a passage in Origen ; which you may see in Grabe’s edition 

of Irenzeus, p. 324°. 

I may be told, that oblation here consists of faith, or hope, 
(according to which lection the reader chooses,) for the words 
of the Apostle are, “ Let us hold fast the oblation of our 
faith,” or hope. And it is a settled rule with our adversaries, 
if the word ‘ oblation’ have a genitive case after it, to suppose, 
that the oblation or sacrifice consists of the thing signified by 
that genitive case: thus a sacrifice of praise or thanksgiving 
signifies nothing in their language but bare praise, or thanks- 
giving; a sacrifice of commemoration, nothing but an act 
of the memory or a calling to mind some past mercy. I 
shall hereafter have occasion to shew particularly, and at large, 
the insufficiency of this answer. In the mean time, I shall 
only observe in general, that this is a very fallacious rule. 
When St. James, in his Epistle speaks of the “ prayer. of chap. v. 15. 
faith,” will any man from hence conclude, that the prayer 
he meant consisted of nothing but faith? Must not prayer 
consist of words, desires, and inward application to God? 
And is not faith, or a well-grounded assurance of being 
heard, a commendable and necessary qualification of prayers 
rather than the substance of them? And the same may be 
said of the oblation of faith and hope; namely, these graces 











2 Tom. i. pars iii, p. 466. 

* [“ Quomodo preces atque obla- 
tiones tum Christo, tum Deo Patri per 
Christum offerantur, egregie declarat 
locus Origenis, lib. viii. contra Celsum, 
ita sonans: Toy éva @edv, kal Toy Eva 
~ Yidv, Adbrod kad Adyoy, kal cixdva, Tats 
kata Td Suvardy hiv ixeclas Kal atid- 

JOHNSON. 


geot wéBouev* TMpocdyorTes TG OeG THY 
bAwy Tas evxas 51a Tod Movoyevois 
Abrod, “Qi mparov mpoopépouer adras, 
&tiotvtes Ab’trdy, iAacuby dvta (rep) 
TOV GuapTiay ua, mpocarydyew, ws 
"Apxiepéa, Kal evxas, kal Tas Ovolas, 
kat evrevieis quay TE em) waa Oeg.”’ ] 
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CHAP. are the salt with which our oblation must be seasoned, rather 


Il. 





than the substance of our oblation. And it must be owned, 


- that all sacrifices offered without these graces are only a vain 


profusion of God’s creatures. But it does by no means follow, 
that we are to offer nothing else. Nay, since it does appear, 
that there was a very eminent oblation instituted by Christ, 
in which none have a right to join but such only as believe 
or hope in Christ; therefore by “the good homology, the 
homology of our faith” or hope, it is most rational to believe, 
that St. Paul designed the Christian Sacrifice ; for just so the 
covenant made between God and men by Christ is called 


Rom. iii.27; “the law of faith,’ and circumcision, “the seal of faith.” 


iv. 14. 


And whereas the word homology, in those places where it is 
used in the Old Testament, does denote a freewill offering ; 
this does more properly express the nature of the Christian 
oblation, than any other word commonly used by the LXX 
in their translation; (for I think they never use evyapioria 
for a sacrifice, though Aquila does). And it is well known 
that St. Irenzeus does very much magnify the oblation of the 
Eucharist, as “made by sons, not slaves,” as being offered 
“freely and cheerfully”.” 


SUBSECTION TO CHAP. II. SECT. I. 


An additional subsection to Chap. 2. Sect. 1. shewing, that 
the Body and Blood of Christ, offered and recewed im 
the Eucharist, is Bread and Wine: that the Bread and 
Wine was believed by the ancients to be, not only the typical, 
but the true Body and Blood of Christ in power and effect, 
By what means the Eucharistical Bread and Wine were 
believed to become the true Body and Blood of Christ. 


THe adversaries of the Sacrifice in the Eucharist have no 
other way left, to evade the proofs I have produced ‘for it, 
but by betaking themselves to their old refuge, which is 
this; if the ancients speak of the oblation of Bread and 
Wine; the answer is, that this is not the oblation of the — 
Eucharist, but of the alms or first-fruits offered by the laity : 


> Lib. iv. c. 34. [p. 825. ed. Grabe. Oxon. 1702.] 
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if the ancients speak of the offering the Body and Blood of SECT. 
Christ, they tell us this is the Sacrifice of the Mass, and so 
give over all the ancients who mention this for transubstan- 
tiators, and condemn the Fathers for fools, and us for knaves ; 
for this is the plain English of all they say upon this head. 
Now to vindicate at once the primitive Church and Fathers, 
and ourselves, and to shew the insufficiency of the answer 
which our adversaries would put us off with upon this 
occasion; and at the same time to justify myself for bring- 
ing promiscuously what is said by the ancients, of offering 
the Eucharistical Bread and Wine, the Body and Blood of 
Christ, or the types and symbols of that Body and Blood‘, 














I will shew, 


I. That the primitive Church believed the Body and Blood 
in the Sacrament to be Bread and Wine. 

II. That they believed them not to be the Body and Blood 
of Christ in substance ; and therefore often called them types, 
figures, symbols of the Body and Blood. 


¢ “ For I apprehend it will appear 
upon a scrutiny, that there was no obla- 
tion of the Bread and Wine, distinct 
from the other oblations, but what was 
performed in the Eucharist strictly so 
called; and that this Bread and Wine 
were offered only as representations of 
the Body and Blood of Christ, or as 
His true spiritual Body and Blood, as 
memorials of the grand Sacrifice. I 
can see no evidence in the first four 
centuries, that the Bread and Wine 
were offered to God separate, and apart 
from the main mass of oblations, any 
otherwise, or by any other act of obla- 
tion, than that which in the Clementine 
Liturgy followed after the words of 
institution. And I take it for certain, 
that the offering other materials toge- 
ther with the Bread and Wine is not 
the new oblation of the New Testament, 
is not that oblation instituted by Christ 
after the Passover Supper, but only 

aeses and in order to it. And 

therefore, that when the ancients speak 
of offering Bread and Wine, especially 
if they give us to understand that this 
oblation was performed in the Sacra- 
ment, they can thereby mean no other 
oblation than that which was made in 
commemoration of Christ’s passion. 
And lest our adversaries should think 
that they do effectually answer this by 


replying, that the Eucharistical obla- 
tion spoken of by the ancients was 
esteemed by them to be a Sacrifice of 
the Body and Blood, and therefore not 
of Bread and Wine; I shall therefore 
Prove, that the ancients did believe 
that the Body and Blood of Christ, in 
the Sacrament, were the consecrated 
Bread and Wine; and that they there- 
fore did, at discretion, call them either 
Bread and Wine, or the Body and 
Blood, or the types of the Body and 
Blood; and by this means, I suppose, 
I shall at the same time vindicate the 
Fathers from the imputation of believ- 
ing the real presence in the sense of 
the Church of Rome; and give a con- 
vincing proof, that the offering of 
Bread and Wine in the Eucharist, pro- 
perly so called, and the offering the 
Body and Blood, or of Christ, of our 
Redeemer, and the like, and the anti- 
types or symbols of the Body and 


-Blood, are several phrases importing 


the same thing; and that therefore I 
may as justly argue for the Sacrifice in 
the Eucharist from those places where 
Bread and Wine are said to be offered, 
as from those places where the Body 
and Blood, or Christ, or our Redeemer, 
or the types and figures of them, are 
styled an oblation, or said to be pre- 
sented to God.’’ [Omitted in 2nd ed.] 
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III. That they did not esteem them such cold and imper- 
fect types, as those before and under the Law. Nay, 

IV. They believed them to be the true spiritual Body and 
Blood of Christ, though not in substance, yet in power and 
effect. 

V. That the ancients laid a great stress on the belief of 
this doctrine. 

VI. I shall shew by what means the primitive Church did 
believe the Bread and Wine (their substance still remaining) 
to become the spiritual Body and Blood. 

VII. Ishall consider some seeming excesses of the ancients 
on this head. 

I. I am to prove, that the primitive Church believed the 
Body and Blood in the Sacrament to be Bread and Wine. 
And that the most primitive Church of the two or three first 
centuries did so believe, our adversaries are willing to grant. 
And it is certain, that few doctrines of Christianity have more 
plain evidence of their being received in those first ages, than 
this which I am now asserting, I mean, the Sacrifice of the 
Eucharist ; and therefore there can be no doubt but the Body 
and Blood, by them offered, was believed to be Bread and 
Wine. Our adversaries are very jealous of the ancient 
Fathers of the next succeeding ages; as if they had formed 
new notions of the real presence, very favourable to the doc- 
trine of transubstantiation. Now suppose this were true ; 
yet it is certain, that the doctrine of the Sacrifice in the Eu- 
charist was as fully established in the second century (as 
appears by the writings of Justin Martyr, Ireneus, and 
Tertullian, and I might say in the first by the writings of 
Ignatius, St. Clement, but especially by the words of institu-_ 
tion) as it ever was, or could be, in ages to come. So that 
the oblation of Christ’s Sacramental Body has no manner of 
dependence on the notions of the real presence, which were 
afterwards broached. What we contend for is, that the Eu- 
charistical Body of Christ Jesus is, or ought to be, offered to 
God. Whether this Eucharistical Body be the very personal, 
substantial Body of Christ, is another question. And men 
may believe, and the Lutherans do actually believe, that the — 
very substantial Body of Christ is in the Eucharist; and yet 
not think, that it is there to be offered to God. And on the 
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other side, the most primitive Fathers, and the present as- SECT. 
sertors of the Sacrifice here in England, do agree in main- 
taining that the Sacramental Body and Blood are, as to their 
gross substance, Bread and Wine; and yet that they are in 
every Eucharist to be presented to God by a solemn act of 
oblation; but in truth I am fully persuaded, that the Fa- 
thers even down to the seventh or eighth century did still re- 
tain a belief, that the Sacramental Body and Blood was Bread 
and Wine; and the chief reason why some among us think 
otherwise is this, that the ancients did not look upon the 
Bread and Wine to be mere empty figures; and therefore 
expressed themselves in such a manner, as cannot indeed be 
reconciled to the loose notions of too many in this age, who 
‘call every thing ‘ transubstantiation’ that does not fall in with 
Socinus and Arminius; but are very far from countenancing 

: the opinions either of the Papists or Lutherans. However I 
shall at present confine my inquiry to the Fathers of the first 

four centuries, or to those at furthest who had their educa- 

tion in the fourth century, as St. Cyril of Alexandria and 
Theodoret. And thoughI will not too positively affirm, that 

} no single writer within this compass of time was ever guilty of 
any excess as to this particular; yet I do not at all despair 
of convincing my reader, that it was the current prevailing 
opinion, that the Bread and Wine did still remain, even after 
the oblation and consecration. And no man is more clear 
in this point than the latest single Father, whose authority 
I shall cite, I mean Theodoret; for he affirms’, that our 
Saviour, “in delivering the mysteries, taking the symbol, 
said, ‘This is My Body.’” And again‘, “ He that called His 
own natural Body Corn and Bread, and at another time 
called Himselfa Vine, He honoured the visible symbols with 
the title of His Body and Blood, not changing their nature, 
but adding grace to nature.” But he yet more fully declares 
himself in his dialogue between Orthodoxus and Eranistes a 
3 heretic’; where he introduces Eranistes asking Orthodoxus, 
c “ What do you call that gift that is offered, before the Priest 
has made the invocation?” Orthodoxus having excused him- 
self from saying plainly, ‘ Bread,’ because some catechumens 
are supposed to be present, answers, “ Food made of certain 
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CHAP. grains,” meaning bread made of wheat. Eranist. ‘“ And 


IL. 





what do you call the other symbol?” Orthod. “That also is 
a common name, denoting a certain sort of liquor.” Eranist. 
“But what name do you give them, after consecration ?”’ 
Orthod. “The Body and Blood of Christ.” Hranist. “ And 
do you believe, that you partake of the Body and Blood of 
Christ?” Orthod. “I do.’’ Hranist. “As therefore the 
symbols of the Lord’s Body and Blood are one thing before 


the invocation made by the Priest, but are changed and 


become quite other things after the invocation ; so our Lord’s 
Body was, after the assumption, changed into the Divine 
substance,” (this was Eranistes’s heresy.) Orthod. “You are 
caught in the net, which yourself have woven. For the 
mystical symbols, after consecration, do not depart from 
their own nature, but remain in their former substance, 
figure, and shape.” Cyril of Alexandria having said® that 
Melchisedec blessed “ Abraham, by exhibiting to him bread 
and wine,” adds, “We are blessed no otherwise. by Christ.” 
And presently after, “He plainly declares the manner of 
the Priesthood for a demonstration of the thing; for Mel- 
chisedec brought forth bread and wine.” And as before 
cited", “ The table that had the shew-bread represents the 
unbloody Sacrifice of the loaves, by which we are blessed, 
eating the Bread from Heaven, that is, Christ.” St. Chrys-. 
ostom on Psalm cix.' asks this question, ““ And why does he 
say, according to the order of Melchisedec ? Even because of 
the mysteries; for he offered bread and wine to Abraham.” 
And againk, “What is the Bread? His Body.” But his 
epistle to Cesarius against Apollinaris is a most illustrious 
testimony to this truth, in the following words!. “ As we 
call the bread Bread, before it is blessed; but when the 
Divine grace has sanctified it by the intervention of the 
Priest, it quits the name of Bread, and is thought worthy 
to be called the Lord’s Body, although the nature of bread 
remain in it.—So the Divine nature taking the government 
of the Body of Christ, both these made but one Son, one 
Person.” St. Austin gives us his verdict. to the same pur- 
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pose, when he says™, “What Melchisedec brought forth, 
when he blessed Abraham, is every where offered under the 
Priesthood of Christ.” Therefore I conceive, what is offered 
“ under the Priesthood of Christ” must be Bread and Wine, 
consecrated into the Body and Blood. Nor was the Bread and 
Wine offered in the primitive Church apart from the other ob- 
lations", [until the words of institution had been pronounced 
over them.] And°, “To eat Bread is the Sacrifice of Chris- 
tians in the New Testament.” More fully yet in those words?, 
« We call neither the tongue, nor membranes, nor significant 
words pronounced by the tongue, nor literal characters wrote 
on parchment, the Body and Blood of Christ; but that only, 
which being taken from the fruits of the earth,” that is, 
bread, “and bemg consecrated with a mystical prayer, we 
receive to our spiritual health.” He had observed just 
before, that the Apostle might preach Christ either with the 
tongue or pen, or by the Eucharist. Gaudentius is very 
clear in this point; for, says he4, “The same Christ is 
sacrificed in every Church, in the mystery of Bread and 
Wine.—And Christ declares, that whatever Wine is offered 
for a figure of His passion is His Blood.” And again’, 
“When Christ held forth consecrated Bread and Wine to 
His disciples, He said thus, This is My Body, This is My 
Blood.” And to mention no more’, “ Christ appointed the 
Sacraments of His Body and Blood to be offered in the figure 
of Bread and Wine.” St. Jerome teaches the same doctrine ; 
for he bids us‘ hear or understand, that “the Bread, which 
our Lord brake and gave to His disciples, is the Body of our 
Lord and Saviour; since He Himself says to them, Take, eat, 
This is My Body,” &c. And”, “ Wheat is also that of which the 
heavenly Bread is made; concerning which our Lord says, 
My flesh is meat indeed,” &c. Again*, “ Ye [Priests] offer My 
loaves, the loaves of shew-bread in every Church—springing 
from one loaf.” And’, “ We pollute the Bread that is the 
Body of our Lord, when we go unworthily to the Altar.” 
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St. Ambrose testifies this truth in these words’, ‘ This Bread 
Christ gave to His Apostles, to distribute to the multitude of 
believers ; and gives it at this day, which the Priest daily 
consecrates with His words.” Ephrem Syrus bids us? 
“earnestly consider, how Christ took bread in His hands, 
blessed it, and brake it into a figure of His Body; and 
blessed the cup into a figure of His Blood, and gave them to 
His disciples.” St. Gregory Nyssen gives us his suffrage 
these words, “It is at first common bread; but when the 
mystery has made it a Sacrifice, it is called the Body of our 
Lord, and isso.” For it is the Bread that is at first common 
that is made a Sacrifice; it is the Bread that is called the Body; 
it is the Bread [that is] the Body of our Lord. Macarius says’, 
“‘ Bread and Wine is offered in the Church, as an antitype of 
Christ’s Body and Blood; and they who partake of the visible 
Bread do spiritually eat the flesh of the Lord.” Epiphanius 
gives testimony to this truth; though he speak with some re- 
serve, lest he should be understood by them that were not yet 
communicants’. “ We see our Saviour took into His hands, as 
it is mentioned in the Gospel; that He rose up at supper, 
and took certain things, and having given thanks He said, 
‘This is My’—somewhat: and yet we see it is not equal 
nor like to His image [body] of flesh, nor to His invisible 
Deity, nor to the shapes and features of His parts: for this 
is of a round shape, and as to its faculties wholly without 
sense; yet by grace He was pleased to say, ‘This is My 
Body ;? and nobody disbelieves the word.” Cyril of Jeru- 
salem, who speaks as magnificently of the Sacrament, as 
any of the ancients, yet clearly affirms, that the Bread is 
the Body®, “As the Bread and Wine of the Eucharist, be- 
fore the invocation of the adorable Trinity, was mere bread 
and wine; but when the invocation is once made, the Bread 
becomes the Body of Christ, the Wine His Blood; so such 
meals as are used in the pompous worship of Satan, being in 
their own nature mere meats, become abominable by the in- 
vocation of demons.” And he affirms‘, that “Christ said of 
the Bread, ‘it is My Body.’” Again’, “In the figure” or 
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type “of Bread, the Body is given thee; in the figure of SECT. 
Wine, the Blood.” Eusebius Ceesariensis says”, “ First Christ, 

and then His Priests, do mysteriously represent His Body 

and salutary Blood in Bread and Wine.” St. Cyprian gives 

clear evidence for us; for he asserts‘, that ‘Christ Jesus 
offered the same Sacrifice that Melchisedec did, that is, 
Bread and Wine, viz. His own Body and Blood.” “ Nor* 

can His Blood appear to be in the Cup, if Wine be not 
there.” Origen is very positive in this point, in those words’, 

“We eat the loaves offered to God, they being made a cer- 

tain holy Body.” And™, ‘He that partakes of the Bread par- 

takes of the Body of the Lord; for we do not regard the 
nature of the things that lie visible before us, but we con- 
duct our souls by faith to the body of the Logos.” And*, 
“Not the material Bread, but the Word spoken over it, is 
profitable to those that eat it, in a manner not unbecoming 
[the mysteries] of our Lord.” Tertullian instructs us°, that 
“‘ Christ’s Body is authoritatively declared to be in the Bread, 
censetur in pane;” and in another place”, “Jesus Christ 
taking Bread, and distributing it to His Disciples, made it 
His Body.” And4, alluding to Gen. xlix. 11, “He shall 
wash his robe in wine,” he says, “so now He consecrates 
His Blood in the Wine, who then represented Wine by 
Blood.” He has, in these last words, an eye to Isa. lxiii. 4, 

; which he had cited just before. Clemens Alexandrinus seems 
; of the same opinion; for he tells us", “the mixture of both 
these, viz. the liquor,” or Wine, “ and the Word, makes the 
Eucharist.” But this truth cannot be taught more plainly 
than it is by Ireneus. For “ Christ,” says he’, “took that 
which is the creature of Bread, and gave thanks, saying, 
‘This is My Body;’ and also the Cup, which, according to 
our doctrine, is part of the same creation, He pronounced 
it to be His Blood.” N.B. By the Cup He clearly means 
the Wine; and He intimates, that orthodox Christians be- 
lieved the Bread and Wine to have been created by God the 
Father, which the heretics, against whom he wrote, denied ; 
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and he thus disputes against these heretics againt, “ How 
can they be sure, that the Bread of the Eucharist is the Body 
of the Lord, and the Wine His Blood, if they do not allow 
Him to be the Son of that God, Who made the world?’ 
And to the same purpose", “ How could our Lord in justice 
take Bread,—if He belong to another Father (who is not 
the creator of bread) and declare it to be His Body? How 
could He affirm the mingled Cup to be His Blood?” Again*, 
“At this rate neither is the Cup of the Eucharist the com- — 
munication of His Blood, nor the Bread which we break the 
communication of His Body;” and presently after, “ Christ 
pronounced the Cup of the creature to be His Blood, and the 
Bread, which is likewise a creature, to be His own Body ;” 
nay, he supposes, that the “bodies” of communicants “ are 
irrigated, and increased or nourished by this Body and 
Blood of Christ ;” as you may see, by reading the paragraph 
next after the foregoing citation’. Nor is St. Justin Martyr 
behind him, when he says, “We have been instructed, that 
the food which has been blessed, or made the Eucharist by 
prayer, is the Flesh and Blood of Jesus, Who was mearnate 
for us.” When Ignatius speaks* of “breaking the one 
Bread,” or loaf, he can mean no other than that of the 
Eucharist ; and when, in the very next words, he calls this 
éva aptov Kd@vTEs, Os eat Pdpuwaxov aBavacias: avTidotov 
Tov wn amo0aveiv, adra CHv ev "Incod Xpict@ dia Twavros 
Epist. ad Ephes.; ‘the medicine of immortality,” and “the 
antidote against death, that we should not die but live for 
ever in Jesus Christ ;’ he must be supposed to speak of it, 
as consecrated into the Sacramental Body of Christ; for in 
no other capacity can the Bread broken be the medicine of 
immortality. So then we have here the main body of the 
most noted writers, from the beginning of the second to the 
end of the fourth century, declaring the Bread of the Eu- 
charist to be His Body, the Wine His Blood; or, which is 
the same thing, that His Body and Blood offered and re- 
ceived in the Eucharist is Bread and Wine. I am sensible, 
that some of these Fathers do so express themselves at some 
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places, that their words may be capable of that sense, which SECT. 
the Lutherans would put upon them, viz. that the Body of 
Christ is in the Bread, the Blood in the Wine; not that the 
very Bread is the Body, or the Wine the Blood. Thus for 
instance, Cyril of Jerusalem may be understood”, “in the 
figure of Bread the Body is given thee;” and so may the 
words of Tertullian’; but it seems pace pian to me, that when 
the ancients say we receive the Body in Bread, they are to 
be understood just as that Englishman would be, who should 
say “he had received a hundred pound in silver;” and as 
the silver, and the hundred pounds, in this way of speaking, 
are the same; so likewise is the Body of Christ, and the 
Bread, the same in these passages of the Fathers: that Cyril 
of Jerusalem so meant is evident; for in the two other 
citations he directly calls the Bread Christ’s Body. And 
Tertullian at another place says‘, “Christ made Bread His 
Body;” and lest you should suppose that he imagined the 
: Bread to be transubstantiated, he says immediately after, 
“Christ said ‘This is My Body,’ that is, the figure of My 
Body.” 

The synods of the ancient Fathers do evidently speak this 
doctrine. I begin with that which I may call the Protestant 
synod of Constantinople, as being assembled on purpose to 
condemn images in the worship of God; which, speaking 
of the Eucharist, and having a little before rehearsed the 
words of institution, says, that® “Christ commanded the 
substance of material bread, taken out [of the mass of obla- 
tions], to be offered, as an image of His Body.” And the 
24th canon of the third, alias sixth council of Carthage, pro- 
vides‘, “that in Sacraments of our Lord’s Body and Blood, 
nothing more be offered than what the Lord commanded, 
that is, Bread and Wine mixed with water ;’” and I suppose, 

that when they speak of “offering in the Sacraments,” they 
can mean no other oblation than that of the symbols of 
Christ’s Body and Blood. The Greek translation runs thus, 
“Iva év Tots aylow pndev. TOV TOD Ywpwatos Kal tod Aipatos 
Kupiov mpocevex dein, @s Kal avtos 6 Kupios trapédwxev, Tov- 
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TéoTl, dptov Kat olvov HOaTe pepiypévov' that “in the holy 
[mysteries] nothing be offered beside the Body and Blood 
of our Lord, that is, Bread, and Wine mixed with water, as 
the Lord hath commanded.” They evidently speak of the 
Body and Blood, and the Bread and Wine mixed with water, 
as numerically the same. The council of Laodicea, can. 498, 
forbids “ Bread to be offered in Lent, except on the Sabbath 
and Lord’s day.” And by ‘offering Bread’ must be intended 


offering the Sacramental Body of Christ ; until it does appear, — 


that the ancient Church did any where offer Bread separated 
from other materials, excepting at the Eucharist. 

And as to the Liturgies, it is very evident, that after the 
words of institution rehearsed they all agree in offering to 
God ta Sa ex tov Sav, “Thine own out of Thine own,” 
which is certainly a periphrasis of the Bread and Wine; 
for men cannot be said to offer the substantial Body and 
Blood, as things or gifts “out of other things or gifts.” For 
if Christ’s personal Body or Blood are on the Altar, they 
cannot be supposed to have been brought from home by 
the communicants, or to have been taken out of the mass 
of oblations by the celebrator; therefore this expression fits 
nothing but the Bread and Wine, just before by the words 
of institution pronounced to be the Body and Blood, and 
yet remaining what they were, as to their gross substance ; 
and, indeed, the Clementine Liturgy has these express words, 
“We offer to Thee, our King and God, this Bread and this 
Cup.” And it will hereafter more plainly appear, that the 
Body and Blood of Christ, as offered by the ancients in the 
Sacrament, could be no other than Bread and Wine. 

But it is now time for us to inquire, in what manner they 
called and thought the Eucharistical Bread and Wine, Christ’s 
Body and Blood; and this brings me, 

Secondly, to shew, that as they deemed the Eucharistical 
Body and Blood to be Bread and Wine, and so could not 
believe that the substantial Body and Blood of Christ were 
in the Eucharist; so they did often call the Sacramental 
Bread and Wine, types, anti-types, figures, likenesses, 
images, and symbols of Christ’s natural Body and Blood. 
We have already heard several of the ancients applying 

s p. 50, Ap. 


eee we] © 





TS nets ee 


HOW THE SYMBOLS ARE TYPES. 237 


these names to the consecrated Bread and Wine. Theodo- 
ret" calls them “ symbols.” Gaudentius' calls them “ figures ;” 
and so does Ephrem Syrus): Cyril of Jerusalem‘, “types.” 
Eusebius! uses the phrase aivitrecOar ta pvotnpia, which I 
have rendered with some latitude, ‘‘ mysteriously represent.” 
Abundance of authorities might be produced to the same 
purpose; but in so plain a case my reader will be content 
with the following. Victor Antiochenus says™, “that men 
are made partakers of the Body of Christ by the symbol of 
Bread; of the Blood of Christ, by the symbol of Wine.” 
St. Chrysostom calls" the Sacramental Blood “the symbol 
of death,” that is, of Christ’s effused Blood, “but a cause 
of life ;” and he calls the elements® “symbols” again, in a 
place presently to be cited more at large. Macarius speaks, 
as just before cited, of “ Bread and Wine being offered in 
the Church, as antitypes of Christ’s Flesh and Blood.” 
Gregory Nazianzen calls the elements? “the antitypes of 
the mysteries.” Epiphanius tells us4, “that the Bread and 
Wine offered by Melchisedec did typify the antitypes of 
our Lord’s Body, Who said, ‘I am the Bread of life;? and 
the antitypes of the Blood, which flowed out of His side.” 
Eusebius explains his notion of the Sacrifice, by saying’, 
“We celebrate the memorial of this Sacrifice upon the Table, 
by the symbols of Christ’s Body and Blood ;” and®, “ He gave 
the symbols of His Divine economy to His Disciples, com- 
manding them to offer the image of His Body.” Tertullian, 
as just now cited, interprets those words ‘This is My Body,’ 
by adding, “that is, a figure of My Body.” The Constitu- 
tions charge men‘ “to offer the antitypes of the royal Body 
of Christ ;’ and the Liturgy of St. Basil calls the elements, 
after the words of institution have been pronounced upon 
them", “the antitypes of Christ’s Body and Blood.” And 
the reader, by reflecting on these citations, will find, that 
in many of them the Sacramental Body and Blood are 
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CHAP. called types and figures, even when they are distributed to 
__'* _ pe eaten and drunk; but I proceed to shew, 

Yet not Thirdly, that they did not believe the Eucharistical Bread 
i ~ and Wine to be such cold imperfect types, as those under 
ee Sap and before the Law; for itis evident, that the ancient Church 
aie be believed the old types to be figures of the Sacrament, and 
under the therefore much more faint and less full of instruction and 


efficacy than the Sacrament is. Of this we have very great 
evidence in the writings of the Fathers. Thus Theodoret 
makes the Eucharist the accomplishment of the Passover, in 
these words*, “It became them by the symbol to learn the 
providence of God,” (that is, it was fit that the Jews, by the 
Paschal lamb, should be taught how God had miraculously 
preserved their forefathers in Egypt ;) “and us that sacrifice 
the Lamb, to know the type before described.” And¥, “In 
that night, before the crucifixion, Christ gave an accomplish- 
ment to the typical Passover, and made the archetype of that 
type.” Chrysostom speaks very home to this purpose, not 
only as to the Passover, but the whole Jewish ceconomy’; 
* How much greater holiness becomes thee, O Christian, who 
hast received greater symbols than the Holy of Holies con- 
tained; for you have not the Cherubim, but the Lord of the 
Cherubim dwelling in you. You have not the urn and the 
manna and the tables of stone and the rod of Aaron, but 
the Body and Blood of our Lord—the greater symbols you 
are honoured with, and the more tremendous the mysteries 
are, so much the greater holiness you are obliged to.” He 
plainly makes the Sacramental Body and Blood to be but 
‘symbols,’ and yet much to be preferred to any thing under 
the Law; nay, in the same paragraph he says, “we have 
received the Spirit instead of the letter, and grace exceeding 
human reasoning, and an unspeakable gift;” all which is 
meant of the Eucharist. And as before cited*, “On the 
same Table Christ described the typical Passover, and super- 
added the true one.” Again>, speaking of the Law and 
Gospel, “ There was sanctification, here is sanctification ; 
there was baptism, here is Baptism; there was sacrifice, here 
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is Sacrifice—But those as types, these as the verity.” But 
especially. he elevates the Sacrifice of the Eucharist above 
those of Moses, in the following words’, “This Blood 
worthily received drives away devils—It invites the angels 
to us, and the Lord of angels—This Blood ordained the 
Priests; this Blood, even in the type, washed away sin. If 
It had so great power in the type, if death were so affrighted 
at the shadow; tell, how it would be affrighted at the verity 
Itself. Truly tremendous are the mysteries of the Church; 
truly tremendous are our Altars.” St. Austin teaches us the 
same thing‘, where, speaking of the Sacrifice of the Eucha- 
rist, he says, “‘ The ancient sacrifices of holy men were mani- 
fold and various signs of this true Sacrifice.” And elsewhere®, 
“Tnstead of all those sacrifices and oblations, Christ’s Body 
is offered, and communicated to the receivers.” And again‘, 
“The former sacrifices are abolished, and others instituted ; 
greater, as to their virtue; better, as to their benefit; easier 
to be performed, fewer in number.” Gaudentiusé calls “the 
Passover a figure, and not the proper Passion of the Lord ; but 
under the verity, which we are [under], Christ is offered in 
every Church.” St. Jerome uses much the same way of expres- 
sion; for he styles» “the lamb the typical Passover, and the 
Bread given by our Saviour the true Sacrament or mystery 
of the Passover.” Andi, “There is as much difference be- 
tween the shew-bread and the Body of Christ’’ (he means the 
Sacramental Body; for he is speaking of the preparative 
holiness necessary in the administering and receiving It) “as 
between the image and the verity, between the patterns of 
things to come and what was by those [patterns] prefigured.” 
St. Ambrose speaking of the Sacrament says*, “‘The Apostle 
says of the type thereof,” viz. manna, “our Fathers did eat 
of the same spiritual meat.” St.Gregory Nazianzen says’, 
“We will partake of the Passover, which is yet a type, but 
much more plain than the old one. The legal Passover, I 
boldly pronounce, was an obscure type of a type,” or a type 
more obscure than [our] type. ‘There were,’ says Cyril 
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of Jerusalem™, “in the Old Testament the loaves of shew- — 
bread ; but these loaves of the Old Testament have received 
their accomplishment; the heavenly Bread and the Cup of 
salvation sanctify both body and soul.” Eusebius Czesa- 
riensis teaches the same doctrine, when he says*, “ We with 
good reason daily celebrating the memorial of Christ’s Body 
and Blood, and being dignified with a better victim and 
hierurgy than the old people, do not think it safe to fall back 
to the former weak elements, that contain symbols and 
images, and not the verity.” He as plainly speaks of the 
Eucharist, as any of those before cited on this head; nor 
does he say more than several of them, whom I have before 
produced. We have already heard Justin Martyr affirming, 
that® the cake offered for him that was purified from the 
leprosy was a type of the Eucharist. Nay, Clemens Alexan- 
drinus?, and several others of the ancients, make Melchise- 
dec’s bread and wine (the most perfect mystery and oblation, 
in their judgment, that ever was offered before that of Christ) 
to have been but a figure or sign of the Eucharist ; which is 
a clear proof, that this latter was, in their opinion, much 
more excellent and efficacious than the former. And St. 
Clement of Rome does, as we have seen, discourse of the 
Christian Priesthood and Sacrifice, under the emblem of the 
Levitical; and then introduces the Christian Bishop as offer- 
ing the Eucharistical gifts, which must be said upon this 
supposition, that the Levitical types had given place to the 
Evangelical, as being much inferior to them in true value. 
And therefore we have no reason to dispute a citation, which 
Bulenger produces from Origen’s MS. works‘; “ Christ said 
not, this is a symbol, but ‘This is [My] Body,’ clearly, lest 
any one should think it a type.” And for the same reason, 
we may allow those words in the same sense to be genuine, 
which are cited by Bulenger, as from Magnes" the Priest of 
Jerusalem (concerning whom see Dr. Cave, Histor. Literar., 
vol. 11. A.D. 265), viz. “The Eucharist is not a type of the 
Body and Blood, as some men defective in their understand- 
ing have prated, but rather the Body and Blood.” He does 
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not say, the very personal or substantial Body and Blood; 
but rather the Body and Blood, than bare types. And so we 
must understand the words of Origen; they are not types, as 
the manna, the shew-bread, the Passover, the Jewish sacri- 
fices were, as the other Fathers before cited explain it; but if 
you call them types, you must at the same time acknowledge, 
that as to real benefit and efficacy they are the things signi- 
fied, as weil as the significators; just as an exemplification, 
made according to law, is as effectual to be shewed or pleaded, 
as the original itself. It is a copy, and yet more than a copy; 
for it is in effect the very record or letters patents, the words 
and meaning whereof it contains. It is a copy, for it was 
transcribed from the original; it is not a copy, for it cannot 
be set aside in pleading, as a copy may. And here I judge 
it very proper to observe the several degrees of types or 
symbols, exceeding, or falling short of each other, as to 
their power or clearness of signification, the intention of 
God in instituting them, and their beneficialness in relation 
to men. 


SECT. 
i 


1. There were types, which had only a bare aptitude to a 


resemble Christ to come; and of these, 1. Some were pro-~ 
bably not known, or discovered to be prefigurations of Christ, 
by them to whom they were first exhibited. It does not 
appear, that the Passover, or brazen serpent, were perceived 
by the Israelites in the land of Egypt and the wilderness, to 
contain any promise or representation of the death of Christ. 
1 am not obliged positively to determine, that the knowledge 
of their signification was hid from the eyes of the Israelites: 
but I may have the liberty of supposing at least, that the 
meaning of these, or some other types of Christ in the Old 
Testament, was not discovered to them, to whom they were 
first exhibited. And I shall take it for certain, that, 2. God’s 
primary intention in instituting the Passover, and erecting 
the brazen serpent, was not to prefigure the death of Christ ; 
but the first was ordained principally for the redemption of 
the first-born from present death, and to entreat God’s 
favour on the people in order to their Exodus from Egypt, 
and for a perpetual commemoration of it: 3. and the other, 
the brazen serpent, was primarily designed by God, as a 
remedy against the bites of the venomous insects in the 
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wilderness. That God did so contrive both the one and the 
other, that they might be fit to resemble and prefigure the 
death of Christ, I do not in the least question ; but I suppose 
it evident, that this was not His principal, or however not His 
sole intention. 

2. There were, or might be types of Christ, that were 
known to be such by those, to whom they were first exhi- 
bited ; and such as were principally, or solely, intended by 
God for this purpose. 1. If there were any such types im 
the Old Testament as were understood by those to whom 
they were first exhibited, they were the manna, and water 
that issued out of the rock, and Melchisedec’s bread and 
wine. Of the manna and the water St. Paul speaks. “ Our 
Fathers did all eat the same spiritual meat, and drink the 
same spiritual drink.” Some, both of the ancients and 
the moderns, have believed, that the Apostle means, that the 
old Israelites in the wilderness did apprehend the manna 
which they ate, and the water which they drank, to have 
been prefigurations of the Body and Blood of Christ. And 
it is very evident, that when the Apostle calls them ‘ spiritual 
meat and drink,’ his design was to instruct us, that the 
manna and the water of the rock did beforehand describe 
Christ, not to the outward senses, to the eyes and taste, but 
to the mind or spirit; or that the Israelites ate and drank 
the Body and Blood of Christ, not substantially, or m a 
sensible manner, but under a vail and cover, discernible only 
to the eye of the soul. But I think, with others both of the 
ancients and moderns, that it is not absolutely necessary, 
that we suppose the old Israelites actually to have discovered 
the meaning of this meat and drink; but that it was suf- 
ficient to the Apostle’s purpose, that the manna and the 
water were certain signs of God’s favour to that people; and 
that Christians, “who have the vail taken away from their 
eyes,” may in that manna and water spiritually discern the 
Body and Blood of Christ thereby typified. 2. If there was 
any such type under the Old Testament of Christ yet to come, 
as was both understood by them who first used it, and was 
primarily intended by God to be a prefiguration of Christ 
Jesus, and particularly of the Eucharist ; it was Melchisedec’s 
bread and wine. For it has been before observed, that 
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Abraham did certainly see our Saviour’s day ; and therefore SE on 

much more Melchisedec, whom St. Paul declares to have —— 
been greater or better than Abraham: and allowing what 
Philo says, that it was an éwixor or a triumphal Sacrifice, 
yet both Melchisedec and Abraham, being prophets, and 
foreseeing the victory hereafter to be obtained over Satan, 
sin, and death; and knowing that this was represented by 
Abrahawm’s victory over the kings, might, and probably did, 
by the intendment and direction of God Himself, design 
this Bread and Wine to be types of that unbloody Sacrifice, 
which was many ages afterwards to be instituted, for a stand- 
ing commemoration of this grand conquest. And what can 
be more rational than to suppose, that God, Who overrules 
the actions of men to His own purposes and designs, and 
Who had certainly let these signal servants of His into the 
secret of His Son’s incarnation and sufferings, should also 
give them to understand, that He had decreed this triumphal 
sacrifice to be a prefiguration of the perpetual Eucharistic 
Sacrifice under the Gospel ? If there were any other sacrifice 
primarily intended by God, and notified to man to be a type 
of Christ, it was the intentional sacrifice, which Abraham by 
God’s direction offered, of his only son Isaac; which there- 
fore was one of the most perfect types of the future Sacrifice 
of Christ. And yet my reader will observe, that there is not 
in the whole New Testament any direct application of this 
type to the archetype, nor mention made, that it was de- 
signed as a figure of the grand Sacrifice. And therefore it 
is no more prejudice to Melchisedec’s bread and wine than 
to Abraham’s offering Isaac, that none of the writers of the 
New Testament do expressly take notice of it. 

3. Such types as are commemorative of something past, 
and were chiefly designed by God, the Founder of them, to 
be commemorations, are not only more intelligible to them, 
for whose use they are designed; but carry along with them 
a more full and strong intimation of the Divine will and 
pleasure, that they are so to be used and understood. Thus 
the Jewish Passover, if considered as a prefigurative type of 
Christ, is but a very cold and imperfect type, because not 

_ primarily or solely intended by God for this purpose; nor 
(probably) apprehended by the generality of people before 
R 2 
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CHAP. Christ, to have any such signification. But if you consider 
all the yearly passovers celebrated after the Exodus, as types 
or memorials of the first Passover in the land of Egypt; it 
will be found, that the sense and meaning of them must be 
very clear and obvious to the main body of the nation; who 
were not perfectly stupid and ignorant of so memorable a 
fact, as the deliverance of their fathers from Egyptian bond- 
age. And the express will of God requiring them, when 
they celebrated their yearly Passover, to call to mind the first 
institution of it in the land of Egypt, and the history of what 
went before it and followed after it; must be much more 
than a bare hieroglyphical memento of that providence; and 
must annually overflow their minds with a very high tide of 
joy and thankfulness, not only for the benefits then remem- 
bered; but from that satisfaction that must fill the minds of 
all rational men, while they are engaged in the performance 
of any service or devotion, to which they are called by the 
voice of God Himself; whereas commemorations instituted 
by men, or such types and resemblances as are contrived by 
their wit or are owing to their invention, can only for the 
present soothe the fancy, or give a placid motion to the 
spirits of those that use them. 

4. And further, if there be any such type, as is sioctheaen 
of the greatest mercies and blessings, and at the same time 
intended by God the Founder to contain and to convey to 
men all the chief mercies, for which the original archetype 
was first designed ; then it must be owned, that this infinitely 
exceeds in true value and power all others that hitherto have, 
or that ever can be mentioned; and that indeed it may be 
fitly enough called by the name of the archetype itself, and 
is SO in power and effect. The annual Passover, though it 
was in other respects a full representative of the first Pass- 
over in the land of Egypt, yet did not convey to those who 
partook of it, the deliverance from temporal death or from 
the Egyptian bondage; and therefore, though it was in this 
respect a commemorative type, yet not so perfect as the 
Eucharist ; because by this latter, the pardon and grace pur- 
chased by the archetypal Sacrifice are applied to every worthy 
receiver. The lambs every year slain as types of those that 
were first sacrificed in the land of Egypt might indeed well 
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enough deserve the name of the Passover, because they were 
as to substance the same sort of animals, and were designed 
as representations of those that were offered in Egypt ; much 
more then may the more powerful and efficacious represen- 
tatives of Christ’s Body and Blood claim the name of their 
archetypes, if only upon this account, that if you consider 
them as types yet they exceed all other types whatsoever ; 
and that they do exceed all others, will appear, by reflecting 
on the particular degrees of types before rehearsed ; for 


SECT. 
z 


1. Bread broken and Wine poured out have not only an The pre- 


eminence 


aptitude to represent the crucified Body and the effused of tne 


Blood of Christ; but they are, or may and ought to be 
known and understood to have this signification, by all to 
whom they are exhibited; and this cannot be said of the 
generality of types under the Law; for as God did never 
clearly intimate His will, or command, that the Jewish 
priests or people should be informed that their rites and 
sacrifices were types of Christ to come, so neither does it 
appear, that the people had by any other means an ap- 
prehension, that these rites and sacrifices were, by the 
secret Divine intention, appointed to prefigure the Messias ; 
whereas the Eucharistical types are such as are to be 
known and understood by all, for whose use they were in- 
tended; and “not to discern” the Eucharistical Bread to 
be “the Lord’s Body is to eat and drink our own condem- 
nation.” 

2. Further, it does not appear, that any type under or 
before the Law was wholly and solely designed by God to be 
a type of the Messias, or of His Body and Blood. Melchi- 
sedec’s bread and wine were (probably) chiefly and primarily 
designed for types of Christ’s Body and Blood, but directly 
and immediately, of His sacramental, and more remotely and 
ultimately, of His natural Body and Blood; and I conceive 
it can be said of the Eucharistical Bread and Wine only, that 
they were designed by Almighty God for no other use or 
purpose but to represent the Body and Blood of Christ, and 
to be that Body and Blood in power and effect. And where- 
as the sacrifice of Melchisedec may be supposed to have been 
offered, partly in regard to the late victory of Abraham ; the 
Eucharist is offered in commemoration of no other conquest 


Eucharist 
? as a type. 
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CHAP. but that of Christ. The Jewish sacrifices were first and 
es directly intended for services, by which that people were to 
acknowledge the sovereignty of God, and to express their 
wants and desires, and to procure a relief and supply of 
them; and were so far from being primarily designed for 
symbols of Christ’s Body and Blood, that God never seems 
to have published to them in the Old Testament His secret 
contrivance, whereby those sacrifices were made types of — 
“the grand oblation of Christ Himself.” However He did 
it not in so clear and open a manner, as it is reasonable to 
suppose He would have done, if this had been His first 

and primary intention in enjoining them. 

3. All the legal and patriarchal types were only adum- 
brations of Christ as yet to come; and therefore, how well 
soever they were adapted in their own nature to prefigure 
the Sacrifice of Christ, yet men could not be so capable of 
discerning and penetrating into the scope and meaning of 
them before their completion, as we now are; who not only 
see our types, but have a more perfect knowledge of the 
archetype, Christ Jesus, than they who lived in the ages 
before Him. And the Eucharistical Bread and Wine are, 
I suppose, the only types instituted by God, to represent 
the Sacrifice of Christ, since the first and personal obla- 
tion of It. 

4, And lastly, this I apprehend is the only type of Christ’s 
Body, which conveys and applies to those for whose use 
and benefit it was designed; and which, as to efficacy and 
virtue, is what It represents; and therefore no wonder that 
this type does so frequently and usually carry the name of 
its archetype, and that the Bread and Wine in the Eucharist 
do so currently pass under the title of Christ’s Body and 
Blood. Who would bear him that should say, Moses struck 
Christ Jesus; or, the Israelites baked and ground the Body 
of their Messias; or that King Hezekiah brake Christ Jesus 
to pieces, or that the Jews every year roasted Christ Jesus? 
And yet it is certain, that the rock which Moses struck was 
a type of Christ; that the manna which the Israelites ground 
and baked, and the brazen serpent which King Hezekiah 
brake in pieces, and the Passover which the Jews were 
annually obliged to roast, were all types of our Saviour; 
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but not such full, lively, and powerful types, as the Eucha- 


Ss ce Tt. 


rist is of Christ’s Body and Blood; and therefore of him ——— 


that profanes the Sacrament we may say with St. Paul, 
that “he is guilty of the Body and Blood of the Lord,” that 
he “tramples under foot the Son of God.” It may be 
allowed, that the annual Passover was such a type of the 
first Passover, as our Eucharist is of the Body and Blood 
of Christ, (though it did not come up to It in power and 
effect, as has been hinted;) and I conceive, that this is the 
only type, beside that of the Eucharist, that has ordinarily 
gone under the name of its original; though it is to be 
observed, that the original, I mean that in the land of 
Egypt, was itself a type, in respect of the Body and Blood 
of Christ. And it is certain, that nothing but the Eucha- 
ristic Bread and Wine has ever had this title commonly given 
to it. Christ is indeed once or twice in Scripture called the 
Passover, the manna, the rock, the door, the vine, the way, 
&c. But this does by no means prove, that the Eucha- 
ristical Bread and Wine are no otherwise His Body and 
Blood, than as the Passover, manna, rock, as a door, a vine, 
and a way are Christ Jesus; for none of these are any more 
than bare types and metaphors; nor dare any one say, that 
he who touched the manna or the Passover with unclean 
hands was guilty of the Body and Blood of Christ Jesus, 
or that he who trod upon the rock trampled under foot 
the Son of God, or that he who kicks at a door insults 
Christ Jesus, or the man who cuts a vine wounds His 
Saviour, or that he who sweeps the way cleans his Re- 
deemer; and therefore none of these types or metaphors 
have ever been used, in the current language of the Church, 
to denote our Saviour, or His Body and Blood, but that at 
the same time some additional words have been used to 
shew the meaning of them. Whereas on the other side, the 
Eucharistical elements are usually denoted in Scripture by 
the words Body and Blood, without any qualifying or abating 
additions; and this way of speaking descended from the 
Apostles to the Church of the succeeding ages; and ‘to 
offer,’ ‘to receive, ‘to eat and drink the Body and Blood of 
Christ,’ are as familiar phrases in the ancient monuments 
of Christianity, when by the Body and Blood of Christ they 
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meant only the symbols, as ‘to receive the Sacrament’ or 
‘to administer the Communion’ are now with us. It is 
true, the other Sacrament of Baptism is a most efficacious — 
institution, and the water is commonly presumed to represent 
the Holy Ghost. But if by this is meant, that the water is 
a type of the blessed Spirit, the third Person of the Holy 
Trinity, I cannot subscribe to it; for there cannot properly 
be a type of a thing present; and I suppose all that believe 
Baptism to be somewhat more than “ washing away the filth 
of the flesh” and a mere federal rite, must believe also, that 
the Holy Ghost is there present to perfect the Baptism. I 
dare not affirm therefore, that the dove at our Saviour’s Bap- 
tism was a type of the Spirit, or that the mighty rushing 
wind and the fiery tongues were so; they were rather tokens 
and indications of the presence of the Divine Spirit; and 
such I take the baptismal water to be; not such a type or 
sign, as the brazen serpent was of Christ yet to come, but 
such a sign, as breathing is of life now present. Ammonius 
of Alexandria’ supposes that “the water differs from the Spirit 
in our apprehension only ;” or that it is the water of the bap- 
tismal font, whereby the Holy Spirit is first conveyed to Chris- 
tians; or that Baptism by water is the Baptism of the Spirit, 
where there is not some incapacity on the side of the recipient. 
I apprehend that this will not easily be received in this age ; 
especially because it may seem to suppose, that the Holy 
Spirit, being given in Baptism, implies habits of grace to be 
thereby infused; because the Holy Spirit must carry along 
with It all Its ordinary effects, where the recipient is capable 
of them. But I humbly conceive, that no human soul is, 
without some miraculous instantaneous operation, capable of 
taking habits of virtue all at once; and though the operations 
of the Spirit are preternatural, yet not miraculous; and I 
think the only immediate effect of the Spirit in Baptism is 
remission of all sin, and removing our natural disability to 
the worship and service of God, and “the sentence of con- 
demnation,”’ under which we were all born; and that other 
graces are wrought in us by that Holy Spirit, Which by Bap- 
tism receives us under Its protection, gradually, and accord- 
ing to the capacity of the recipient. And this doctrine I 
Sa. p. 9. Ap. 
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learned from those words of St. Barnabas, in his epistle, cap. 
V1.; €7ret ody avakawioas nuas ev TH afpéceL TOV auapTioV, 
éTroincev Has adrov TUTrOV, ws TraLdiov' Exew THY ~uyny, os 
av Kat avatracobpevos Av’tos Huds, which I thus render, 
(taking the two participles as verbs, which is not unusual 
with Hellenistic writers, and is here necessary to clear the 
sense,) “ After therefore that Christ had renewed us by the 
remission of our sins, He made us [in] another shape, so as 
to have an infant-like soul, even as He Himself reformed us :” 
where he plainly makes renovation to consist in forgiving sins; 
and makes the new moulding or reformation of our minds to 
be not performed at the same time with the other, or all at 
once, but to be consequent upon the former renovation ; and 
Christ is always thus reforming us, from our Baptism to our 
death. And I look on these words of St. Barnabas to be a 
better explication of the renovation or regeneration of Chris- 
tians by Baptism, than whole volumes of modern writers upon 
the same subject. And I may here very seasonably observe, 
that as the Holy Spirit is present in our Baptism, to seal the 
remission of sins, and to infuse the beginnings of Christian 
life; so He is present in Confirmation, to shed further influ- 
ences on them that receive it, for the further suscitation of the 
gift of God bestowed in Baptism and in the Eucharist, as 
will hereafter appear at large, for our farther progress and 
increase in grace; and this is a sufficient reason, why the 
water of Baptism is never called the Holy Spirit, as the Bread 
and Wine are called the Body and Blood; viz. because it is 
not peculiar to Baptism, that the Holy Spirit is thereby com- 
municated to the receivers, if they be duly disposed for the 
reception of it; for the two other evangelical ordinances are 
attended with the same benefit ; whereas on the other side, it 
_is peculiar to the Eucharist, that the Body and Blood of Christ 
are there received. I know some grave men" have told us 
that St. Augustine asserts, that the Body and Blood of Christ 
are received in Baptism. Now if that Father has any where 
dropped such words, I must declare I have not yet been able 
to lay my eyes on them ; but giving it at present for granted 
that St. Augustine may have said so, we must look upon it 
as a peculiarity of this Father. And I suppose my reader will 
* [as radiav, Hefele. | " [Dr. Hancock, ‘ Patres Vindicati,’ p. 29.]} 
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agree with me, that our judgments are not to be determined 
in a thing of this nature by the saying of one or two single 
Fathers of the fourth or fifth century, when it is not supported 
by any authority from Scripture, or from the more early 
writers of the Church. 

And that the Bread and. Wine in the Eucharist were such 
types as exceeded all others, not only in clearness of signifi- 
cation, but in that power and energy, by which they became — 
such images as are perfectly to the life, will appear from this ; 
that they, who sometimes call them types and images, do at 
other times call them the very Body and Blood; and others 
suppose it is by virtue of the Divine benediction, that they 
become such types and figures. So for instance, Ephrem 
Syrus says*, ‘ Our Saviour blessed the Bread into a figure of 
His Body.” And the synod of Constantinople, so often men- 
tioned, calls it’, “a most effectual type and memorial ;” and 
“the unerring image of His natural flesh, sanctified by the 
coming of the Holy Ghost—Which the true Artist of nature 
delivered to us with His own voice.” The Liturgy cited by 
Pseudo-Ambrosius de Sacramentis, lib. iv. c. 5, teaches the 


- Priest to say, Fac nobis hance oblationem adscriptam, rationa- 


bilem, acceptabilem; [ut sit nobis in figuram| corporis et san- 
guinis Domini nostri Jesu Christi?. Now to pray, “that the 
oblation may become the figure of Christ’s Body and Blood,” 
is to suppose, that the Divine will and power is necessary 
to this end; and that therefore there is something in the 
Eucharist beyond bare resemblance, or an aptitude to repre- 
sent Christ’s Body and Blood. For this resemblance is in- 
herent in the nature and condition of types of the common 
sort; so that it is not consistent with common sense, to pray 
to God that He would make them to become so. Suppose 
that the Israelites, or any considerable body of them, had 
had a clear view of our Saviour’s life and death; and did so 
far penetrate into the Divine secrets as to know, that the 
manna, and the rock, and the brazen serpent were types of 
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Him; their very knowledge that they were types, would sECcT. 
teach them, that there was no occasion for them to pray 
that they might be made types. Who ever in his wits prayed, 
that the rainbow in the clouds might become a type or re- 
presentative of that, which was first exhibited to Noah as a 
sign of the covenant? Therefore it is evident, that the an- 
cients, when they called the consecrated Bread and Wine 
types, meant something more by this word than a bare 
likeness or resemblance inherent in the nature or circum- 
stances of the things themselves. They were types in such 
a manner, as they could not have been without the concur- 
rence of the Divine will and power. ‘There is no occasion 
for me to enlarge on this head any farther, considering that 
I am next to prove, 
Fourthly, that the ancients believed the Bread and Wine 
to be the very spiritual Body and Blood of Christ. 
1. I shall shew, that they believed them in some sense to How the 
be the very Body and Blood. eo 
2. Yet not in substance, but in power and effect. ae 
I begin with the first proposition, that they believed them Mee? ae | 
in some sense to be the very Body and Blood. 
We have heard Theodoret say this already; for when®* 
Eranistes asks Orthodoxus, whether he believed lie did par- 
take of the Body and Blood, he makes Orthodoxus answer, 
“yes, | do;” and after having said, as before cited, that they 
are still Bread and Wine in their own nature, he adds, “ but 
they are by the understanding apprehended to be what they 
are made, and they are believed and venerated, as really being 
what they are believed to be.” 
Cyril of Alexandria affirms”, “ that Christ is in us by His 
own Body, Which quickens us by the Spirit. For we must 
not say, that because the nature of the Deity is not eaten, 
therefore the Holy Body of Christ is a common thing; but 
it is necessary we should know, that it is the all-quickening 
Word’s own Body; nor do we consider this as the flesh of a 
man that was one of us, but as truly made the own Flesh of 
Him, Who for our sakes became, and was called, both Son 
and Man.” St. Chrysostom will rather be thought to say too 
much than too little ; as in the following words®, “Thus let us 
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do in the mysteries, not eyeing only what lies before us, but 
faithfully retaining His words ; for His word is without deceit, 
our sense may be deceived. That has never failed us; but 
this is in many things erroneous. Since then the Word says, 
‘This is My Body ;’ let us both be convinced, and believe, 
and look on It with our intellectual eyes ;” and*, “Look 
that you be not guilty of the Body and Blood of Christ. 
They [the Jews] murdered the most Holy Body; thou re- — 
ceivest It with a polluted soul.—He prepares a Body, and 
mingles Himself with us, not only as to our faith, but im 
reality.” Again‘, “If they who defile the royal purple are 
punished, as if they had torn it; why is it not reasonable, 
that they, who receive the Body of Christ with an unclean 
mind, should expect the same punishment with those that 
rent It with nails?” And‘, “The Cup which we bless, is it 
not the Communion of the Blood of Christ? The Apostle 
speaks so as to make us believe and tremble. What he 
says is this, that That which is in the Cup flowed from 
Christ’s side.” Lastlys, “ Why will ye receive the Body of 
God above all, the spotless pure Body, that was so familiarly 
conversant with the Divine Nature, by Which we are and 
live, by Which the gates of hell were broken down and the 
doors of heaven opened; why will ye receive this [Body] 
with so much insolence?” St. Austin says the same thing*, 
«<«A Body hast Thou prepared Me’—this was promised by 
certain signs; the signs are taken away, because the pro- 
mised verity is exhibited. We are in This Body; we are 
partakers of This Body ;—and I wish you may not receive 
It to your own condemnation ;” and‘ he calls the Eucha- 
ristical Body, “the one only Sacrifice for our sins ;” and 
again, in a place not mentioned in my Appendix, viz. De 
Eucharistica, lib. i. c. 18, that “wicked men do sin, taking 
the very Body of our Lord, the one only Sacrifice for our 
salvation.” Gaudentius says the same very plainly’, “ He 
that is the Creator and Lord of natural beings, Who produces 
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bread out of the earth, does again out of bread make His SECT. 
own Body; and He that of water made wine, of wine makes 
His own Blood; for He is able, and hath promised to do it.” 
And™, “ Believe what is declared, that what thou receivest 
is the Body of Him that is the heavenly Bread, and is the 
Blood of that heavenly Vine.” St. Jerome says" of Christian 
Priests, that they make “the Body of Christ with their own 
mouths ;” and again®, he uses almost the same words. St. 
Ambrose says?, that “the holy things are transfigured into 
the Body and Blood of Christ, by the mystery of the sacred 
prayer.” Ephrem Syrus bids you‘ “ partake of the spotless 
Body and Blood of Christ, being assured that by a perfect 
faith you eat the entire Lamb.” St. Gregory Nyssen speaks 
more than enough to this purpose’; for he inquires, “ how 
it is possible, that one Body of our Lord, perpetually dis- 
tributed to so many myriads of believers throughout the 
world, is entirely in every portion; and yet remains entire 
in Itself?’ and declares his belief* that “the Bread sanc- 
tified by the word of God is changed into the Body of God 
the Word,’—and', “these things or privileges He gives by 
virtue of the eulogy,’ that is, the Eucharist, “changing the 
nature of the visible things into That [Body].” St. Basil 
speaks of" “sacrificing and touching the Body of our Lord, 
Which is greater than the temple.” Optatus asks*, “‘ What 
is.the Altar, but the seat of the Body of Christ?” And 
St. Hilary speaks home to the purpose in those words’, “ by 
the declaration,” or, rather, according to the declaration “ of 
the Lord, and our faith, It is true Flesh and Blood; and 
these being received, do cause Christ to.be in us, and us in 
Him ;” nay, he there supposes, that we have in the Eucharist, 
in some sense’, “the very nature of Christ’s Flesh.” Epi- 
phanius observes*, that Christ “was pleased to say, ‘It is 
My Body, and no [Christian] man disbelieves His words.” 
Cyril of Jerusalem haying observed” that ‘the Bread is His 
Body, the Wine His Blood,” adds, “ He once by His own 
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is AP. command changed water into wine in Cana of Galilee; and 





does not He deserve to be believed, when He changed wine 
into Blood?” And°*, “ We do with full assurance partake of 
It, as the Body and Blood of Christ.” And‘, “Consider 
them not as mere bread and wine; for they are the Body 
and Blood of Christ, according to what our Saviour pro- 
nounced ; though your taste suggests this to you, determine. 
not the matter by the taste; but be beyond all doubt assured 
by faith, of your being vouchsafed the Body and Blood of — 
Christ.” St. Athanasius gives us his sense in the following 
words*, “It is the Body, to Which [God] says, ‘Sit Thou on 
My right hand ;’ to Which the Devil, with his wicked powers, 
was an enemy, as also the Jews and Gentiles; by Which 
[Body] He is called the High-Priest and Apostle, by means 
of the mystery which He delivered to us, when He said, 
‘This is My Body.’” He makes the Body in the Sacra- 
ment the same, in some sense, with That, Which sits at 
God’s right hand. St. Cyprian speaks in the same strain, 
when he says of some that had sacrificed to idols, and pre- 
sently after came to the Eucharist‘, “ When they had scarce 
done belching the fatal food of idols, and their jaws stunk of 
their crime, and breathed forth mortal contagion, they in- 
vaded the Body of the Lord.” Then he cites Lev. vii. 20; 
xxi. 3; 1 Cor. x. 21; xi. 27; and presently adds, “but the 
Body and Blood of our Lord is invaded with violence, in con- 
tempt of all these [Scriptures.| They sin more against the 
Lord with their hands and mouths now, than when they 
denied Him.” Origen speaks thus of the two Sacramentss, 
“ Baptism before was enigmatical in the cloud and the sea; 
but now regeneration by water and the Spirit is in open 
view. Then manna was the enigmatical food; now the Flesh 
of the Word of God is the true food, in open view.” I turn 
in specie, ‘in open view,’ as being opposed to im enigmaie, 
Tertullian says", “the flesh is fed with the Body and Blood 
of Christ.” Clemens Alexandrinus speaks thus of the Hu- 
charistical Body', “'The Word is every thing to an infant, 
a parent, a preceptor, a foster-father. ‘Hat My Flesh,’ says 
. 18. Ap. ® c. p. 10. Ap. 
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He, ‘and drink My Blood:’” (he evidently cites the words 
of institution but memoriter, and therefore according to the 
sense, not the letter;)—“‘ He commands us, when we partake 
of the new food of Christ, that receiving Him we may, if 
possible, treasure Him up within us, and inclose our Saviour 
in our breast.” St. Irenzeus’s judgment may be known by 
what was produced from him, to prove, that Bread and Wine 
are the Body and Blood; and it is observable, that he so 
calls them, without any qualifying or restraining words: he 
supposes it to be a truth, of which men should be well 
assured ; and asks the heretics, against whom he disputes‘, 
“ How they can be certain, that the Eucharistized Bread is 
the Body of Christ, if He be not the Son of the Creator of 
the universe.” He supposes It to be made the Body of Christ 
by a Divine power, as we shall hereafter see; and asserts It 
to be a preservative of our bodies for a happy resurrection ; 
all which particulars I shall have an occasion to prove from 
him particularly ; and in the mean time my reader may, if 
he please, read these opinions of his, in my citations from 
him in the Appendix. Now certainly he that believed this 
must think the symbols more than bare types; and indeed 
I cannot observe, that this Father does ever give them the 
name of types; but perpetually, the Body and Blood, the 
Eucharist; or the heavenly thing, that is, the Spirit, and the 
earthly, that is, Bread and Wine. And when Justin Martyr! 
affirms, that Christians were in his time instructed that the 
Bread and Wine were the Flesh and Blood, and that they 
were made so by prayer; he must intend something more 
than naked types; for there is no occasion for prayer or for 
the Divine concurrence foties.quoties, to render any thing a 
resemblance of another; and I dare say, that the Arminians 
and Sociniaus will bear witness, that nothing but breaking 
the Bread and pouring out the Wine is necessary to make 
the elements the Body and Blood in their sense, who believe 
them to be nothing more than mere memorandums. When 
therefore Irenzeus and Justin Martyr lay such a stress upon 
the belief of this doctrine, and suppose a power from above 
necessary to render the elements the Body and Blood; they 
must suppose withal, that they are in some sense the very 
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things which they represent. A Deist or an atheist may 


——— believe, that the Bread and Wine are types of Christ’s Flesh 


St. Igna- 
tius’s sense 
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and Blood, and were by Him appointed as such; but it is 
very evident, that these holy men did look upon this doctrine 
of the elements being the Body and Blood, as a truth of very 
considerable moment, and in which Christians ought to be 
fully informed and assured; and that they were made the 
Body and Blood at their solemn request. And St. Ignatius 
teaches us the same doctrine, when he charges it as a heresy 
on the Docete™, “that they abstained from the Eucharist and 
prayer; because they did not acknowledge the Eucharist to 
be the Flesh of our Saviour Jesus Christ, Which suffered for 
our sins, and Which the Father by His goodness raised from 
the dead.” For certainly these words sound something much 
beyond and above a type or metaphor; nay, his words imply, 
that whoever then received the Eucharist was thereby sup- 
posed to acknowledge, that the Eucharist was the Body of 
Christ, Which suffered and rose again. For why should 
they abstain from the Eucharist on this account, if they 
could communicate without some way or other professmg 
their belief of this doctrine? If it be said, that these 
Docete believed our Saviour’s Body to have been a mere 
phantom, and that He suffered and rose again in appear- 
ance only, not in reality; and that therefore they never 
used the Eucharist or any thing that was an imitation of the 
Eucharist, because by using the type or symbol they must 
have confessed the original to be a real substance; I may 
allow this argument to be true, and yet with good reason 
deny, that the Docete were sensible of this consequence. 
Nay, it is certain, the Marcionites in the next age, though 
they believed Christ’s Body and Death and Resurrection to 
have been only appearances without any realities, yet did cele- 
brate the Eucharist in their way; and though Irenzus and 
Tertullian argued against them, that by owning the Sacra- 
ment of the Body and Blood they confuted their own opin- 
ion; yet there is not any reason to believe, that they felt 
the force of this argument; therefore it is most probable, 
that they only abstained from the communion of the Catho- 
lic Church, because by joining in that they must have ac- 
mh. p. 2. Ap. 
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knowledged, that they received there, in some good sense, SECT. 


that Body of Christ, which died and rose again; and it is 
certain St. Ignatius allowed but one Eucharist, viz. that in 
the Church; and might therefore justly say, according to 
his principles, that they abstained from the Eucharist, though 
they had something like it among themselves; for, however 
that was celebrated, being out of the Church, he thought it, 
ipso facto, null and invalid: but if these Docete differed from 
the Marcionites, in supposing that the Eucharist, however 
administered, implied confession that the Body and Blood 
were there, then this shews, that heretics, as well as 
Catholics, had this notion of the Bread and Wine in the 
Eucharist ; viz. that they were by common acceptation the 
Body and Blood of Christ; though this was what they could 
not consent to, and for this reason as well as others were 
condemned by St. Ignatius. If it be said, that it is sufficient 
to suppose that the Bread and Wine were typically the Body 
and Blood, in the judgment of St. Ignatius and the Church 
of his age; and that the Docete could not allow this, because 
they believed the personal Body Itself to be but a phantom ; 
it has already been observed, that their descendants the 
Marcionites did not believe, that a phantom could not be 
typified; nor is there any ground for supposing, that these 
Docete might not be of the same opinion: they might, as 
the Marcionites did, own the Eucharist to be the Body, in 
the same sense that the original was so, that is, in a mere 
imaginary manner; but this did not come up to the sense of 
the Church and the holy Martyr; for by them the Eucharist 
was believed to be that Body of Christ, which suffered and 
rose from the dead; and it seems highly probable, that com- 
municants in St. Ignatius’s days were obliged expressly to 


acknowledge the Eucharist to be Christ’s Body and Blood, 


by answering Amen at the delivery of the Sacramental Body 
and Blood, as well as by joining in prayer to God, that He 
would make them so. And because the Docete could not do 
this, therefore they absented themselves from the Christian 
assemblies. ‘They might perhaps have been brought to be- 
heve, that the Bread and Wine were types or shadows, and 
have received them as such; but they could not subscribe to 
the doctrine of the Church. If any man think that the 


JOHNSON. 8 





258 HOW BREAD AND WINE 


CHAP, words of St. Ignatius import, that they allowed of no Eucha- 
1! _ vist or Sacrament in any sense; it must follow, that they 
allowed of no prayer neither. For St. Ignatius says, that 
they abstained from prayer as well as the Eucharist ; but I 
shall hereafter have occasion to shew, that by prayer he means 
that of consecration used by the Church; and that therefore 
it is most rational to believe, that he means, by the Eucharist, 
only the true Eucharist as celebrated in the orthodox assem- 
blies. It may indeed be granted, and is, I think, plain in itself, 
that these Docete were a sort of heretics just now started 
up, when St. Ignatius wrote, and so had not yet formed 
themselves into separate assemblies; and till they had done 
this, could not have any thing that was in any sense an 
Eucharist. It is probable the holy Martyr might be appre- 
hensive that they were now meditating a new scheme of wor- 
ship and discipline; which makes him in the followimg words 
caution the Smyrnzans to “shun divisions,” and “ follow 
the Bishop.” Nay, St. Ignatius seems apprized, that they 
had taken some steps at least toward the drawing up a 
liturgy of their own for celebrating a mock eucharist ; which 
was probably the occasion of his telling the Smyrnzans, 
that°® “that Eucharist was valid, which was [performed] by 
the Bishop or one licensed by him; and that without the 
Bishop it was not lawful to baptize, or make a love-feast.” 
However this is very evident beyond all dispute, that it is 
heresy in the judgment of Ignatius not to believe that the 
Eucharist is the Body of Christ, which suffered and was raised 
from the dead. And though we have already heard this holy 
Martyr asserting that Bread is the Eucharist, yet we see he 
believed this Bread to be the Body of Christ. The words ‘type,’ 
‘figure,’ ‘sign,’ or ‘symbol’ are never used by this most primi- 
tive writer in relation to the Eucharist, nor yet by the pen- 
men of holy Scripture; and though Tertullian and they who 
came after him do frequently use this way of speaking, and 
in a very sound sense; for they do thereby mean that the 
Eucharist is not the very natural or substantial Body of 
Christ; yet because these words are commonly taken to 
signify something that is only a faint umbratile resemblance 
of another, and not so lively and powerful a representation 
° i. p. 2. Ap. 


ARE THE BODY AND BLOOD. 259- 


as the holy Eucharist is; therefore the holy Scripture and SECT. 
the most ancient writers forbear this way of expression. ; 
Our Saviour says, “‘ This [Bread] is My Body; this [Wine] is 
My Blood.” The Apostle says, “'The Cup of blessing is the 
communion of Christ’s Blood; the Bread which we break is 
the communion of Christ’s Body.” It is certain that the 
Bread and Wine remain ; but when blessed, they are the Body 
and Blood: neither our Saviour nor the Apostle do add any 
qualifying or abating words; and therefore so far as those 
elements are capable of becoming Christ’s Body and Blood, 
so far they are so. And I cannot but express my concern, to 
observe how these words of Christ and His Apostle are by 
too many melted down by new expositions into mere tropes 
and figures. The most that the learned Dr. Whitby can Dr. Whit- 
make of 1 Cor. x. 16, “The Cup which we bless, is it not -Y7@°5, 
the communion of the Blood of Christ? the Bread which 1° 7, cm 
we break, is it not the communion of the Body of Christ ?” 
I say, the most he can make of this text is thus expressed 
by him: ‘The Bread, thus broken and shared out, may be 
said to be the communion or communication of the Body 
of Christ, as being the communication of that Bread which 
represented His broken Body; and the Cup they severally 
drank of may be styled the communication of the Blood 
of Christ, as being the communication of that Wine, which 
represented His Blood shed.’ “ It may be said,” “ it may be 
styled,” says the Doctor; by which is intimated, that if 
it be so said or styled, it is in a very remote and improper 
sense, only so as to bring our Saviour and the Apostle off 
from being guilty of an absurdity. And that he meant so, 
appears from what he says m his note on ver. 8 of this 
chapter, where he produces those texts of Scripture as 
parallel to each other, viz. “The three branches are three Gen. xl. 12 
days.” ‘The seven good kine, and the seven ears of corn, Gen. xli. 26 
are seven years.” “The four great beasts are four kings.” Dan. vii.17 
“Thou art that head of gold;” and (after several other texts Dan. ii. 38. 
of the same sort with these) he ends with those words, “This 
Bread is My Body, this Cup is My Blood ;” so that it should 
seem, the Bread of the Eucharist is in the Doctor’s judgment 
no otherwise the Body of Christ, than the visionary head of 
gold was Nebuchadnezzar. I had not taken notice of this 
s 2 
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CHAP, but to give my reader an instance, how modern interpreters 
—— explain the Sacrament into as mere a type as any that is to 
be found in the New or Old Testament, making It a mere 
emblem, only not insignificant. The Fathers did not so; but 
though they acknowledged It a type as being not the very 
natural Body, yet they asserted It to be such a type as 
was at the same time a verity, in comparison of all the types 
of the old Law; and such a type as is, in some good sense, 
the Body Which it represents. Our Saviour positively affirms, 
“Tt is My Body ;” Dr. Whitby in good manners thinks him- 
self obliged not to contradict Christ Jesus; and therefore 
confesses, “it may be so said,” “it may be so styled,” just as 
the three branches are said to be three days. Irenzeus, 
Justin Martyr, and Ignatius did not thus expound away 
the life and efficacy of the Sacrament into mere cold and 
empty types; and let my soul be with theirs. Another ex- 
position of this text the Doctor gives us presently after, in 
these words, “Do we not, by partaking of this Bread and 
Wine consecrated in memorial of Christ giving His Body 
broken and His Blood shed for us, hold communion or 
declare our fellowship with Christ? ?”” Whereas, to explain 
the text is not to: tell us what we do in the communion, 
but in what sense the Bread is the communion of Christ’s 
Body, the Wine of His Blood. But another very learned 
man, and for whose person and merits I have a very singular 
esteem, tells his parishioners, in explaining the Lord’s Supper 
to them, that “the communion of the Body and Blood of 
Christ is a name given to the Lord’s Supper, as it is a 
public declaration which every Christian makes of his being 
a member of Christ’s Body, and his living in communion and 
charity with his fellow Christians, as members of the same 
Body, under one common Head, the Lord Jesus.” Now to 
shew how far this is from a just explication of these words, 
I only desire my reader to observe, that the words of St. Paul 
are, “the Cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the com- 
munion of the Blood of Christ? the Bread which we break, 
is it not the communion of the Body of Christ?” So that 
beyond all possibility of doubt, it is the Cup and the Bread 
which are here determined to be the communion of the Body 
Pp. 152. 
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and Blood. And if the Cup and Bread be the communion, SE oT. 
I cannot for my life conceive, how this communion is a 
declaration which every Christian makes. A declaration is 
something said or done by us; but the communion, here 
spoken of, is the communion of the Body and Blood of 
Christ. Sure our declaration cannot by this learned man 
be thought the Body and Blood of Christ. If he had said, 
that our receiving the Sacrament is a declaration of our 
being members of Christ, I should have made no objection ; 
but not content with this, he asserts, that the communion 
of the Body and Blood of Christ is a declaration, or as a 
declaration; and so a thing is turned into an action, and a 
blessing which we come to receive into a declaration made 
by us. And the most reputable writer that he has with him 
in this particular, is, I believe, Dr. Whitby ; who, in his para- 
phrase of 1 Cor. x. 16, makes the Apostle call the Cup the 
communion of the Blood of Christ, because it is the rite 
whereby we profess to hold communion with Christ; and in 
the same place he supposes the Apostle calls the Bread the 
communion of Christ’s Body, because by eating at Christ’s 
Table we declare our fellowship with Him. By which he 
seems to me to make the Cup (by which I suppose he means 
the contents of it, viz. the consecrated Wine) a ‘ rite,’ and the 
Bread a ‘ declaration,’ as the other great man has done after 
him. Now I must confess I should as soon believe transub- 
stantiation, as that two substances are declarations. What 
these learned men mean, by thus endeavouring in a cata- 
chrestical manner to resolve these words of the Apostle into 
jejune dilute figures, I will not allow myself to guess; but 
sure I am, that how well soever such glosses may be received 
in this age, they would never have been relished in any other ; 
and I cannot at present think of a better account of the = 
reason why the Eucharist is called the communion of the 

Body and Blood, than those words in the Church Catechism, 

viz. that “the Body and Blood of Christ are verily and 

indeed taken and received by the faithful m the Lord’s 

Supper.” And he who observes the sense and judgment of 

the ancients in this particular, as before delivered, cannot but 

think it one instance of the degeneracy of this present age, 

that men are so cautious of saying any thing that may not 
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cHaAP. please the palates of pretended philosophers and virtuosi, 





that if we were not taught this doctrine in our Catechism 
while we were children, we should scarce be informed by any 
other means, unless laying aside all prejudice we read it in 
our Bibles. It is sad to consider, how men naturally run 
from one extreme to another; and that nations and churches 
do so too. During the times of Popery, the real substantial 
presence of Christ was a darling prevailing notion; and next 
to the Pope’s supremacy, it may be justly owned, that transub- 
stantiation is the most ill-favoured and yet the most beloved 
error of that Church. But now we are run so far into the 
opposite extreme, that we turn all that is said by Christ or 
St. Paul on this subject, into type and allegory ; and there- 
fore it was not only to clear the notion of the Sacrifice, but to 
enable myself to lay before my reader the doctrine of the 
primitive Church on this important head of religion, that 1 
have, without prejudice or partiality, inquired into the notions 
of the Fathers of the four first centuries and other monu- 
ments of antiquity in those ages; and it is their sense, which 
I am reporting to you, without any regard to persons or 
causes. And when I reflect upon the new notions of this 
age and the authors of them, I cannot but wonder, that men 
of learning and judgment should prefer the novelties of 
Zuinglius and Arminius to the good sense and correct ex- 
position of St. Chrysostom; who in his homily on the tenth 
chapter of the first Epistle to the Corinthians, ver. 16, 17, 
says, that‘ “ the Apostle speaks so as to make us believe and 
tremble; for what he says is this, that what is in the Cup is 
That Which flowed out of Christ’s side, and of This we par- 
take.” And he adds, not far from the same place’, “‘ After he 

had spoken of the communion of the Body, and because that — 
which partakes is different from the thing it partakes of, he 
takes away the distinction, though it seem but a small one. 
Having spoken of the communion of the Body, he endea- 
voured to say something that was yet more close still; where- 
fore he adds, we being many are one Bread and one Body ; 
for [says the Apostle] why do I speak of communion? We 
are that very Body. For what is the Bread ? says the Apostle: 
The Body of Christ. What are the partakers? The Body of 

4 F. p. 41, Ap. r I. p. 42. Ap. 
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Christ ; not many Bodies, but one Body.” In which words, grcrt 
as he speaks decisively against the Church of Rome, not only 
in making Bread the Body of Christ, but likewise in making 
the Sacramental Body to consist of the members, as well as 
of the head ; so he is very express, that in the Eucharistical 
Bread and Wine we receive the Body of Christ Jesus, more 
than in atypeor figure. For what is there in a type, to make 
a man tremble? And he makes the communion to be the 
Eucharistical Body and Blood, not our ‘declaration.”. And I 
am the more confirmed in this exposition of St. Chrysostom, 
when I consider, that St. Irenzeus understands the Body and 
Blood in this text to be the Bread and Wine consecrated for 
this purpose. For speaking to those heretics, who vilified 
the creation, and would not allow it to be the workmanship 
of the good God and Father ; “ Then,” says he’, “ neither will 
the Cup of the Eucharist be the communication of His Blood ; 
nor the Bread which we break, the communication of His 
Body.” And in another place’, “ How could our Lord, in 
common justice, take that Bread, which is, according to our 
doctrine, a part of this creation, and declare it to be His 
Body, if He be [the Son] of another Father? And affirm the 
mixed Cup to be His Blood?” Ignatius himself supposes the 
Eucharist to be “the Body of Christ, which suffered for our 
sins and was raised from the dead.” 

The truth is, it is not much to be wondered, that they who For what 


deny the Sacrifice of the Body and Blood in the Eucharist ¢fiate are 

should shew no great zeal or concern for making them pre- ai 

sent there in any sense, except that which is very cold and peer eae 
ucha- 


remote. The Lutherans do indeed earnestly contend for a rist is the 
Real Presence, and such a presence as is, I firmly believe, pry,°"4 
contrary to Scripture and antiquity. And when I reflect on 

this, and some other notions, entertained by them upon very 

slight and insufficient grounds, so far as I am capable of 
judging ; I am the less surprised that they have a very great 

zeal for the belief of the real Body of Christ, and against the 
offermg of It in the Eucharist; for a real Altar, but against 

the Sacrifice. But they who understand consistence and. con- 

gruity better than the Lutherans seem to do, are not insen- 

sible, that it will be very hard to give any good reason why 

' f. p. 6. Ap. ; 
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CHAP. the Body or Blood of Christ should be in the Eucharist, if 
= they are not there to be offered to Almighty God. They 
whom I have discoursed with on this subject, when they have 
been asked, what they understood by “ the Body and Blood 
of Christ’s being verily and indeed taken and received by the 
faithful in the Lord’s Supper?” have never been able to give 
any other answer’ than this, that we do in that institution 
receive all the benefits purchased by Christ’s death. But if — 
this be all the account that can be given of this matter, with- 
out admitting the oblation, (and this is all the account that 
I can find in the acquaintance and conversation that I have 
had either with modern books or men,) then I must confess 
I am very much at a loss, why our Saviour should make the 
eating His Body and drinking His Blood so important a 
duty. It is true, the arbitrary will and pleasure of Christ 
Jesus, made known to us, is a sufficient reason for our com- 
pliance and obedience; but since, in other commands of 
Christ Jesus, we can with great delight see the grounds and 
reasonableness of what He requires us to do, it would be 
some satisfaction to us to see it in this, as well as in other 
particulars. Now it is certain that all the benefits of Christ’s 
death might be applied to us, without eating His Flesh and 
drinking His Blood, if He had intended nothing else but this 
by instituting the Eucharist. We know the benefits of Christ’s 
death are first applied to us by Baptism, and they might from 
time to time have been again and again applied to us by that or 
any other covenanting rite, if Christ had so pleased. Nor is it 
to be presumed that Christ would have had the Eucharist the 
Sacrament of His Body and Blood, except there had been a 
very apparent reason why His Body and Blood should be 
there. The principle of immortality might have been con- 
veyed to us, as it was intended to have been imparted to 
Adam, by eating of the fruit of the tree of life, or by any 
other means that God had approved of. Nor do I believe 
that our adversaries will easily find any solid and just reason 
for Christ’s Body and Blood being in the Sacrament, but in 
order to their being presented to Almighty God for the pro- 
curing and applying the purchase of our Saviour’s death. 
God thought fit, that they should be procured and applied 
by the same outward means, and would not burden us with 
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a multiplicity of outward performances; and since the authen- sECT. 
tic representatives of Christ’s Body and Blood were the most z 





proper materials of a Sacrifice for the pleading our cause 
with God, and moving Him to grant us such spiritual mercies 
as we stand in need of, therefore He resolved that these same 
materials first offered should be returned to those that offered 
them, filled with Divine blessings. They that are averse to 
the doctrine of the Sacrifice can shew no reason, why there is 
any more occasion for the Body of Christ m the Eucharist 
than in Baptism; they seem sensible of this, and therefore 
are not at all solicitous to assert this doctrine, and content 
themselves with putting such a sense on our Saviour’s words 
as may signify the least that such words possibly can. But 
as all the ancients did fully believe the Sacrifice of the Eucha- 
rist ; so they were careful at the same time to assert, that they 
had in the Eucharist something which was worthy to be 
offered to the Almighty, and not such poor and sorry types 
as the bullocks, sheep, and goats were under the Law. If it 
be asked, how it comes to pass that the benefits of Christ’s 
death may be applied in Baptism without an actual Sacrifice 
at that time offered? I answer, no man is fit to offer Sacrifice, 
either as a Priest or layman, until he be first cleansed from 
his natural pollution. Men therefore must by Baptism be 
prepared for the Eucharist: before they join in offering Sacri- 
fice, they must be sons of the Covenant. And it has before 
been shewed, that as the Sacrifice of Christ is a lustrative 
Sacrifice to prepare men for Divine worship, it is not to be 
repeated ; and by virtue of the ‘first and principal Sacrifice, 
the Church is empowered to prepare men for the Christian 
Sacrifice, by the laver of regeneration. 

But I expect, that a reader not freed from vulgar preju- 
dices should start two objections against what I have been 
advancing. The first is, that it is but a poor and seemingly 
inconsistent account I give from the ancients of the Body 
and Blood of Christ in the Sacrament, since it is evidently a 
Body and Blood of Bread and Wine; besides that Bread and 
Wine, of themselves considered, can be no more than types, 
and as sorry types as those under the Law. The second ob- 
jection is, that I have already asserted the Sacrifice of the 
Eucharist to be a spiritual Sacrifice, and hinted the Body of 
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ancients 
believed 
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Christ in the Sacrament to be a spiritual Body ; which seems 
to be very irreconcileable to the common notions now pre- 
vailing ; since I have withal represented the Bread and Wine, 
which are corporeal things, to be this Sacramental Body and 
Blood offered in the Eucharist. Now I hope effectually to 
answer all this, by proving, 

2. That though the ancients believed the Bread and Wine 
in the Eucharist to be the Body and Blood; yet they did not 
believe, that they were the natural or substantial Body and 
Blood, but that they were so in a spiritual manner, in power 
and effect. So that the Bread and Wine are not the Body 
and Blood, in themselves considered, nor merely by their re- 
sembling or representing the Body and Blood, but by the 
inward invisible power of the Spirit; by Which the Sacra- 
mental Body and Blood are made as powerful and effectual 
for the ends of religion, as the natural Body Itself could be 
if It was present. And it is on this account that It is called 
Christ’s spiritual and mysterious Body, as being discerned to 
be what It is by the inward, not the outward eye; by our 
faith, our minds and spirits, not our senses. And this, when 
proved, is a full answer to the objections above mentioned ; 
for though bread and wine, abstractedly considered, are indeed 
weak elements; yet when enriched with the special presence, 
and invisible operations of the Spirit, they are very effica- 
cious and beneficial. Though bread and wine in themselves 
can be no more than figures, yet when the Holy Ghost has 
blessed and sanctified them, they are in power and effect to 
us the same that the archetypes would be. And though we 
cannot apprehend this by our taste or sight, yet we may by 
our reason, informed by a right faith. I will therefore shew 
under this head, | 

(1.) That the ancients did believe, that the Holy Spirit 
was in an especial manner present with the holy symbols, to 
render them the spiritual Body and Blood. | 

(2.) And that they did on this account look upon them as 
mysteries, to be spiritually discerned and received. 

(1.) The ancients did believe, that the Holy Spirit was in 
an especial manner present with the holy symbols, to render 
them the spiritual Body and Blood. This is a doctrine which, 
as it was universally received in the primitive Church, so it 
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will not easily be admitted by those with whom seeing is SECT. 
believing. Our adversaries are willing to suppose, that when 
mention is made of the spiritual Body of Christ, the spiritual 
Sacrifice, and the like; nothing is thereby meant but some- 
thing that is not real, but merely figurative, imaginary, or 
any thing else that is nearer to nothing. They suppose that 
the word ‘spiritual’ has a sort of annihilating power, and 
can turn any words that it comes near into mere airy empty 
sounds; or that when it has any real signification, it imports 
something divested of all matter, and that has no substance 
but in our thoughts. The ancients did not so; but believed 
the material Bread and Wine to be the spiritual Body and 
Blood of Christ, on account of the presence and invisible 
operation of the Holy Ghost, in and by those elements; and 
though they were fully sensible that the energy of the Sacra- 
ment could be perceived by the mind or understanding only, 
yet they firmly believed this energy to be there; though 
some men, for want of faith or other good dispositions, did 
not perceive it, and were therefore never the better for it. 

I expect the contradiction of our adversaries on this head ; 
because it is the very heart and life both of the Sacrament 
and Sacrifice, according to the judgment of the primitive 
Church. It is by this, that our Christian types and symbols 
are nobly distinguished from those under and before the Law. 
It is truly observed by our adversaries, that animal or bloody 
sacrifices, in themselves considered, are more apt representa- 
tions of the Sacrifice of the Cross than Bread broken and 
Wine poured out ; and yet they are not pleased to inform us, 
in what it is that our types exceed those; as if they could 
be content, that the old Levitical types should be esteemed 
superior to those of the Gospel, rather than they should lose 
an occasion to depress and, if possible, annul the Sacrifice 
of the Eucharist. But the holy Fathers had a just sense 
of the dignity of the Christian mysteries, and the very 
centre in which all their reasonings and arguments on this 
subject meet, is this; that the Holy Ghost, at the prayers 
of the Priests and people, is in a peculiar manner present, 
and imparts a secret power to the Sacramental Body and 
Blood, by which they are made to be in energy and effect, 
though not in substance, the very Body and Blood Which 
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they represent. So that it greatly concerns them, who oppose 
the doctrine of the Sacrifice, to stifle and suppress this 
doctrine, and to endeavour, what in them lies, to confute 
the Fathers and the primitive Church. And they have, by 
what they have already published, sufficiently expressed their 
good will, and given full demonstration, that they are not 
at all checked or damped by any reverence or regard to 
antiquity; and that they have a much greater value and 
esteem for modern, than for ancient Fathers. And they 
have no reason to despair; for though they are embarked on 
a leaky bottom, and their arms and tackle but indifferent, 
yet it must be owned that they have the wind and tide 
with them; for we live in an age, when nothing is more 
contemned than antiquity, especially by those who set them- 
selves up for judges of all disputes and controversies relating 
to religion, in the coffee-houses and such like places of public 
resort. And therefore I have reason to suppose, that the 
doctrine, which I am now going to support by the authority 
of the ancients, will be one of the first which will be attacked ; 
not only because it is a main pillar of the doctrine of the ~ 
Sacrifice, but because all must know that it is not like to 
meet with approbation from the common stream even of 
learned men. A polite writer" has cautioned us against 
“placing” any “mysterious powers in the act of consecra- 
tion, and invocation of the Holy Ghost ;” and against “ as- 
cribing a strange mystical efficacy to the act of consecra- 
tion.” And we know well enough what Mr. Hales of Eton 
said upon this occasion, in more harsh terms bordering upon 
blasphemy ; but then we know too, that the Founder of this 
holy institution was by His enemies laid under the impu- 
tation of the same crime, with which Mr. Hales charges 
(in language unfitting a Divine and Christian, and which the 
primitive Fathers would have branded with the mark of heresy 
and apostasy*) the use of the words of institution, in cele- 
brating the holy Eucharist. Nor are we ignorant, that very 


" Defence of the Doctrine and Prac- 
tice of the Church of England, p. 11, 
12. [ed. London, 1712. Pamph. 300. 
Bodl. ] 

* (Vid. ‘A Tract on the Sacrament 
ofthe Lord’s Supper. By Mr. Hales 
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many of the sciolists of the age will be ready to hiss the sEcrT. 
notion of the Holy Spirit’s imparting a real sanctity to ai He 
: A - That the 

inanimate creatures such as bread and wine, out of doors. Holy Spirit 


But it is our great satisfaction, that if the doctrine of the 1:7 ¢P* 
Sacrifice be exploded on this account, and the assertors of nue 
it suffer in their reputation or otherwise; they must suffer 
from such men, as would, if they had lived in the three first 
centuries of Christianity, have joined in persecuting and 
running down some of the greatest lights of the Christian 
Church, and, as we verily believe, the Christian Church itself: 
for we have no reason to doubt but that the main diffusive 
body of Christians throughout the world were then in this 
opinion. We are very sure that the Divine Spirit can act 
upon inanimate creatures, and that the natural Body of 
Christ Jesus was a “ holy thing,” because It was conceived Luke i. 35. 
by the operation of the Holy Ghost. Nor can we appre- 
hend any reason, why He may not exert His power in con- 
secrating and blessing the Sacramental Body of Christ Jesus, 
as well as in forming and perfecting the natural. We know 
that when Theophilus of Alexandria, at the latter end of the 
fourth century, to express his resentment against some monks 
who had displeased him, procured the works of Origen, which 
were assiduously read and immoderately admired by these 
monks, to be condemned in a synod held at Alexandria, and 
in another in the isle of Cyprus; one head, upon which 
Origen’s works fell under this censure, was, that in the 
books epi apyav he had affirmed that “the operation of 
the Holy Ghost does not affect inanimate or irrational 
things’.” ‘Whether Origen do say this or not in those 
books, I shall not pretend to determine; but it is certain, 
that in his thirteenth homily on Levit.* he says, “ We must 
_ receive the sacred mysteries in a holy place by the grace of 
the Holy Spirit, by Which every thing that is holy is sanc- 
tified ;’ meaning, I conceive, that nothing can be conse- 
crated in that manner, that the Sacrament is, but by the 
power of the Holy Ghost. And in his tenth book on the 


Y [*Dicit enim Spiritum Sanctum mysteria per gratiam Spiritus Sancti, 
non operari ea que inanima sunt, nec ex Quo sanctificatur omne quod sanc- 
ad irrationabilia pervenire.’—Vid.Gal- tum est.””—P, 258. tom. ii. ed. Paris. 
land. Bibl. Vett. Patt., tom. vii. p.627.] 1733.) 
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CHAP. Epistle to the Romans, that “the Holy Ghost is the fountain 
Mt __ of all sanctification or consecration*.” And it is certain, that 
he over and again asserts”, that the symbols of the Eucha- 
rist are sanctified or consecrated; and therefore, according 
to his former doctrine, must be consecrated by the Holy 
Ghost. Nay, he asserts in that very place, where he speaks 
less honourably of the Sacrament than perhaps any other of 
the ancients, or than he himself does elsewhere, that* the 
“consecrated food is a cause of illuminating the mind ;” 
which is a property, that it must receive from the Holy 
Spirit. And when Theophilus charges Origen with this error, 
he does not wholly deny that Origen admitted the con- 
currence of the Holy Spirit in consecrating the symbols, but 
only, that “the Sacrament produced sanctification in us ;” 
for he says, Origen affirmed that the Eucharist “did only 
dispose or excite our mind to apprehend the graces of the 
Holy Spirit.” See Theophilus in his’first Paschal Letter*. 
It is certain, that the holiness imparted to senseless crea- 
tures'is of another sort from that which is conferred on 
rational and intelligent beings; nor is it possible for us to 
determine, wherein the sanctity of the Sacramental Body 
and Blood does precisely consist. But we take it for granted, 
that the Eucharistical Bread and Wine were intended to be 
consecrated in the most perfect manner that such creatures 
can be consecrated; and we believe, that it is the Holy 
Ghost alone can impart this greatest degree of consecration. 
Theophilus was so sensible that this was the universal 
opinion of learned Christians in and before his own age, that 
he thought he could not in any particular have a more plau- 
sible plea for condemning Origen and his adherents than 
this of his seeming in one of his works to deny what he else- 
where asserts, viz. that inanimate creatures are not capable 
of being consecrated by the Holy Ghost. He therefore takes 
this advantage, solicits, and procures a censure to be passed 
against Origen and his‘followers by the Bishops of the neigh- 
bouring Churches, and, among the rest, by the famous Epi- 
phanius. But, it should seem, St. Chrysostom was not 


a [* Sanctificationis fons Spiritus * e. p. 10. Ap. 
Sanctus est.’ —Tom. iv. p. 676. ] 4 Biblioth Patr., vol. iv, [Such a 
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satisfied with the justice of these proceedings; for he eoun- sECT. 
tenanced and received those monks, whom Theophilus and —'— 
Epiphanius had condemned, nor would he join with them in 
forbidding the works of Origen to be read. Now it is certain, 
that no man was more positive as to the consecration of the 
holy Eucharist by the illapse of the Holy Spirit than St. 
Chrysostom ; and therefore the reason why he did not come 
into the measures of Theophilus must be, that he was not 
convinced that Origen was guilty of that error which Theo- 
philus and his friends imputed to him. The polite writer, 
lately named, says, that ‘‘ the invocation of the Holy Ghost is 
no more than a solemn consecration of the Bread and Wine to 
holy uses*.” Now this is, I think, a very degrading account 
of the most venerable mystery of the Christian Church. The 
Bread and Wine are consecrated for holy uses by being 
placed on the Altar. And we shall ere long hear Origen 
telling us, that whatever is by a private man dedicated or 
vowed for the service of the Altar is Sanctum Domini, “the 
holy of the Lord,” even before it is brought to church, while 
it is yet in his own custody. If this be ajust account of the 
consecration of the Eucharist, then it is evident there is no 
difference between what is sanctified by the advent of the 
Holy Ghost and what is barely separated for pious uses, 
between the consecration of a church, and the consecration 
oi the Baptismal water, or the Eucharistical Bread and Wine; 
and so the wails of the church are as holy as the Sacramental 
Body and Blood. And this learned person cannot but know 
that the Eucharistical elements, in the primitive Church, had 
been dedicated to holy uses, not only by the lay-proprietors’ 
offering them to the celebrator, but by the celebrator’s 
offering them to God, before the solemn invocation was made 
for the descent of the Holy Ghost. And Dr. Hancock’ says 
very well, that “ sacrifice implies consecration ;” that is, what- 
soever is solemnly offered to God is thereby supposed to be 
consecrated to His service. This Doctor adds, that “ sacrifice 
implies the highest degree of consecration.” And this is so 
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CHAP. far true, I believe, that nothing could acquire a greater sanc- 
__l__ tity under the Law than by being offered in sacrifice; but I 
apprehend that the Eucharistical Sacrifice, that is, the repre- 
sentative Body and Blood of Christ, were, by the primitive 
Fathers, supposed to be consecrated in a more perfect manner 
than any sacrifice under the Law could be: for im all the 
Liturgies, after the oblation of the Bread and Wine as the 
-memorials of the grand Sacrifice, there is a solemn prayer 
that God would send His Spirit or His Divine benediction 
for the further consecration of them, after they had first been 
offered as a Sacrifice to God. And this is the most perfect 
consecration that inanimate creatures are capable of; and 
such a consecration does apparently best fit and comport with 
the Eucharist, as being the most eminent mystery and hier- 
urgy that ever was instituted by Almighty God. And it is 
to be observed, that by this means the Eucharistical Bread 
and Wine are made the most perfect and consummate repre- 
sentatives of the Body and Blood of Christ. They are not 
only substituted by His appointment and command to this 
purpose, but they are by the power of the Spirit, which is 
communicated to them so often as the celebration of this 
mystery is repeated, made the lively efficacious Sacrament of 
His Body and Blood: for the Holy Spirit is Christ’s invisible 
Divine deputy in His Church. Our Saviour has promised 
His presence with us to the end of the world, and we know 
how He fulfilled this promise, viz. by the sending the Paraclete 
to abide with us forever. The visible material substitutes of 
Christ’s human nature are the Bread and Wine; and when 
the Holy Spirit, Which is His invisible representative, com- 
municates It’s power and presence to the symbols, which are 
His visible representatives, they do thereby become as full 
and authentic substitutes as it is possible for them to be; and 
the reader is to be advertised, that when the ancients speak 
of the Logos, or the Divine nature of Christ, being present 
in the Eucharist ; or of the Sacramental Body’s being united — 
to the natural Person or Body of our Saviour; they mean 
the same thing as if they had expressly mentioned the Holy 
Spirit ; because it is the known opinion of the ancients, and 
may be proved from Scripture, that whatever beneficial opera- 
tions are performed in the Church are performed immediately 
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by the Holy Ghost, and mediately only by the Father and SECT. 
the Son; and that it is by means of the Spirit that the - 
Church communicates with the other two Divine Persons; 
and the holy Sacraments are very justly, by many of our 
Divines, styled the channels by which all Divine graces are 
derived to us. 

I now proceed to shew, that it was the judgment of the Proofs that 
ancient Church, that the Holy Spirit was in an especial {heancients 
manner present with the Holy Symbols, to render them the fhe sym 
spiritual Body and Blood. I will mention but one place consecrated 
from Theodoret’, which is that where he asserts a “ change Holy Spirit, 
made by grace” in the Sacramental symbols, and yet pre- 
sently adds, “Not changing nature, but adding grace to 
nature.” The words of Cyril of Alexandria® are very full, 

“Lest we should be ready to swoon at the sight of flesh and 
blood lying before us on the Holy Tables of the Church, 
Christ as God condescending to our infirmities sends an 
enlivening power into the gifts laid before us, and substitutes 
them to be, in effect or energy, His own Flesh, that we may 
enjoy them, so as to partake of their enlivening power.” 
But St. Chrysostom is most copious on this head': “ When 
the Holy Spirit sheds His grace, when He descends, and 
gives the contact to the [gifts] lying im open view, then do 
you make a noise and a stir?” Again*, “If we had not the 
earnest of the Spirit, we could not enjoy the holy mysteries: 
for the mystical Body and Blood of Christ cannot be without 
the grace of the Holy Spirit.” And’, “Thou seest Christ, not 
in a manger, but on the Altar; not held by a woman, but by 
the Priest, who stands at [the Altar;] and the Holy Ghost 
most elegantly spreading It’s wings over the [gifts,] which lie 
in open view.” And™, “ This Table fully supplies the place of 
the manger ; for here the Body of our Lord will le, not in 
swaddling-clothes as formerly, but surrounded on all sides by 
the Spirit. Thou" hast the Body and Blood of the Lord, 
and the Spirit instead of the letter, and grace exceeding 
human reasoning, and the unspeakable gift.” At another 
place, “The Priest stands at [the Altar], not bringing fire 





A, p aaa 1.7 'M oe 
m, p. 40. Ap. m ¢, p. 87. Ap. 
im, p. 39, Ap. 1. 4 ne. p. 38. Ap. 1. 5 
kn, p. 39. Ap. > h. p. 38. Ap. 


JOHNSON. 7, 


274 THE HOLY GHOST MAKES THE 


CHAP. but the Holy Spirit; and offers a long supplication, not that 
a torch let down from heaven may consume the [gifts] lying 
in open view, but that grace lighting upon the Sacrifice may, 
by that [Sacrifice], kindle a flame in our souls.” St. Augus- 
tine calls the invisible power of the Spirit, exerting itself in 
the Eucharist, “the virtue of the Sacrament ;” for, says heP, 
the Sacrament is one thing,” viz. Bread and Wine, “the 
virtue of the Sacrament another,” viz. the efficacious presence 
of the Divine Spirit ; and again4, “ This is the Bread Which 
comes down from heaven.—But as to what concerns the 
virtue of the Sacrament, not as to what concerns the visible 
Sacrament,” or sign; and what this virtue is he clearly tells 
us in these words, where speaking of the Eucharistical Bread 
he says that™ “when by the hands of men it is wrought 
into that visible shape, it is not sanctified into so great a 
Sacrament but by the imvisible operation of the Holy 
Ghost.” Gaudentius, speaking of the Eucharist both as 
representing Christ’s natural Body, and His collective Body 
the Church, has these words’, “As we know that bread 
is made out of many grains of wheat reduced to meal, 
and must of necessity be brought to perfection by fire, 
in this a figure of Christ’s Body is rationally conceived ; 
for we know, that It is a Body kneaded together out of 
the multitude of mankind, perfected by the Holy Spirit; 
for He was conceived of the Holy Spirit.” Ephraem Syrus 
expresses his opinion thus, in his lofty way*, “It exceeds all 
wonder, all apprehension, what the only-begotten Christ our 
Saviour has done for us. For He hath given fire and the 
Spirit, that is, His own Body and Blood, to be eaten and 
drunk by us, who are clothed with flesh.” He is evidently 
speaking of the Sacrament, as the reader may satisfy himself, 
by reading the foregoing words in the Appendix. St. Ambrose 
teaches the same doctrine in these words", “Christ is in this 
Sacrament, for it is the Body of Christ; therefore it is not 
corporeal but spiritual meat. Wherefore the Apostle says 
concerning the type of it, ‘Our fathers eat the spiritual food, 
and drank the spiritual drink for the Divine Body is a spirit- 
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ual Body. The Body of Christ is the Body of the Divine SECT. 
Spirit: for Christ is a Spirit.” His argument proceeds thus: 
the Sacramental Body of Christ must be a spiritual Body, be- 
cause His natural Body is so; His natural Body was formed 
and sanctified, and had in It a quickening power, by virtue 
of the Holy Spirit; therefore His Sacramental Body must 
receive all It’s excellencies from the same Spirit. He sup- 
poses that when St. Paul calls the Eucharistical Body “ the 1 Cor. x. 2. 
spiritual meat,” he means it of the spiritual powers and effects 
which belong to It; and that therefore the Israelites did not 
eat the Body of Christ in the same manner that we do in the 
Sacrament; they did it only in an umbratile and faint type, 
but Christians do it in a more effectual and lively manner; 
they did eat “the same spiritual meat,’ but they did it by 
a bare cold type, which perhaps they themselves might not 
understand ; the Church of Christ does it in such a represen- 
tation, as is only not the original. Gregory Nyssen, speak- 
ing of the Eucharist, says*, “It is necessary to receive the 
enlivening power of the Spirit in a way naturally possible; 
but it is the Divine Body [of Christ] only that has received 
this grace. We ought to consider how it is possible, that this 
one Body, being shared among so many myriads of believers 
—should remain entire,’ &c. This explains the words of 
Optatus, who speaking of the Donatists’ breaking the Altars 
in the Catholic Churches, saysy, ‘‘ What sacrilege is equal 
to that of breaking the Altars, on which the Holy Ghost 
descended?” This is evidently Epiphanius’s meaning in that 
place’, ‘The power of the Bread is enforced; so that Bread 
is not our strength, but the power of the Bread ; what is eaten 
is indeed Bread, but the power or the force of that Bread is 
to vivification.” He says the same of Baptismal water ; and by 
the power of the Bread he means the same that St. Augustine 
does by the “virtue of the Sacrament.” This shews what St. 
Gregory Nazianzen means, when he said®*, that “ by the un- 
bloody Sacrifice we communicate of the Passion of Christ, and 
the Divinity ;” and when he calls the Altar “the Table that 
receives God.” For by the Divinity we are not to understand 
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CHAP. the Divine nature of Christ. For it does not appear that the 
ancient Church thought that believers received that in any 
sense, but only as the union betwixt Christ and His Church 
is by means of the Holy Spirit’s presence in the Sacraments. 
Cyril of Jerusalem gives us the sense of himself and of his 
Church, expressed in the Liturgy which he used’, “We 
beseech God, Who is a lover of souls, to send down His Holy 
Spirit on the [gifts] laid in open view, that He may make 
the Bread the Body of Christ, the Wine the Blood of Christ. 
For to whatsoever the Holy Ghost gives a contact, that thing 
is consecrated and changed.” ‘This lets us into the meaning 
of St. Ambrose®, when he calls the Sacramental Bread “a 
spiritual Body,” and “the Body of the Divine Spirit ;” and 
also of Julius Firmicus*, when he says, “ Christ delivered to 
His Disciples the substance of majesty ;”’? which he presently 
after calls the “ grace of the salutary food,” that is, the holy 
symbols ennobled by the peculiar presence of the Spirit, and 
thereby made the Body and Blood in power and effect. And 
this is what Gelasius Bishop of Rome calls “ the Divine thing,” 
in that celebrated place cited by all that write against transub- 
stantiation ; and which, though I have not in my Appendix, as 
being written in the latter end [A.D. 488.] of the fifth century, 
I will here subjoin. Certe Sacramenta que sumimus Corporis 
et Sanguinis Christi Divina res est, propter quod et per eadem 
Divine efficimur consortes nature, et tamen esse non desinit sub- 
stantia vel natura Panis et Vini. Et certe imago, et similitudo 
Corporis et Sanguinis Christi in actione mysteriorum celebran- 
tur.—In hanc scilicet in Divinam transeunt, Spiritu Sancto perfi- 
ciente, substantiam, permanente tamen sue proprietate nature. 
(In Tractatu contra Nestorium et Eutychem‘.) In English 
thus; “The Sacraments of the Body and Blood of Christ are 
certainly a Divine thing; for which reason also, by means of 
them, we are made partakers of the Divine nature, and yet 
the substance or nature of the Bread and Wine continue ; and 
certainly an image or similitude of the Body and Blood of 
Christ is celebrated in the mysterious action.—They [the 
Bread and Wine] pass into a Divine substance, their proper 
nature remaining by the efficacy of the Holy Ghost.” He 

‘ f. p. 19. Ap. f [Vid. Heroldi Haresiologia, p. 689. 


4k. p. 27. Ap. Basil. 1556. ] 
¢ p, 18. Ap. 1. 15 


SYMBOLS THE BODY AND BLOOD. 277 


cannot be in common equity understood to mean that the grorT. 
elements are changed into the Deity; but that the Bread and —_ 
Wine, which he affirms to remain, do by the operation of the 
Spirit become the Body and. Blood in power as well as name. 
St. Athanasius witnesses the same doctrine in these cele- 
brated words, “ Christ predicates of Himself both Flesh and John vi. 
Spirit, and distinguishes one from the other, that believers 
may learn what of Him is visible and what invisible; for 
what He says is not carnal but spiritual. For how many 
(rather how few) would His Body have satisfied, if It had 
been to be eaten, that this should be an entertainment for 
the whole world? Therefore He reminds them of the Son of 
Man’s ascent into heaven, that He might draw them off from 
corporeal notions, and that they might learn, that the Flesh 
spoken of was heavenly spiritual food, given by Him. ‘For 
what I have spoken of,’ says He, ‘is Spirit and Life; as if He 
had said, the [Body] Which is shewed and given for the world 
shall be given for food, so as to be spiritually distributed to 
or in every one, as a preservative to the resurrection of eter- 
nal life.’ This is an unanswerable evidence against trans- 
substantiation : for it proves, that Christ never intended to 
give His visible Body to be eaten. He calls the Sacramental 
Body “heavenly spiritual food,” as several others do, and as 
he himself has done at another place, as we shall hereafter 
see. He asserts, that It is to be distributed to or in every 
Christian, which can be understood of His Eucharistical Body 
only ; that It is a preservative to a happy resurrection, which 
was what the ancients generally believed of the Sacramental 
Body and Blood. ‘This Sacramental Body is said to be That 
Which was given for the world, not only because It is a per- 
fect representation of It; but because our Saviour, in offering 
_ the symbolical Body, did intend to consign His natural Body 
to the cross; and from the whole we may eonclude, that 
when he calls It “ spiritual food,” he means food that has a vital 
power communicated to it by the Spirit ; which he afterwards 
explains, by calling It “a preservative to the resurrection,” 
&e. St. Cyprian says, “ what is taken [in the Sacrament] 
profits not the unworthy; and that even the salutary grace 
is turned into dust or ashes, the sanctity departing from it.” 
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He calls the material Eucharist “salutary grace,” on account of 


——_——- the presence of the Holy Spirit ; and by the “ sanctity” he can 


mean nothing but the Divine benediction thereby conferred. 
Origen! speaks “of loaves being made a certain Holy Body 
by prayer, and sanctifying them that use them with a sound 
intention :” and we have before heard him declare, that no- 
thing is sanctified or made holy but by the Spirit. Clemens 
Alexandrinus does not often speak plainer than in the follow- 
ing words), “The Blood of the Lord is twofold, the one 
carnal, Whereby we are redeemed from destruction ; the other 
spiritual, by Which we are anointed. To drink of the Cup 
of the Lord is to partake of the Lord’s immortality ; and the 
power of the Word is the Spirit, as the Blood is of the Flesh : 
therefore the wine is agreeably mixed with water, and the 
Spirit with the man ; the mixed liquor invites us to a draught, 
and the Spirit leads us to immortality; and lastly, the mix- 
ture of the liquor and the Word together is called the Eu- 
charist,’”’ that is, “laudable and eximious grace.” He does 
expressly distinguish between the natural or carnal and the 
Eucharistical Blood ; he says, that by the latter Christians are 
anointed or receive the unction of the Spirit, and to this he 
attributes a principle of immortality; and I shall im the 
Second Part shew at large, that the ancients did believe the 
Eucharist to have this power. He supposes the Word, that is, 
the consecration, to give this power to the symbols, and that 
It gives it by the efficacy of the Spirit; for “‘the power of the 
Word is the Spirit.” He plainly speaks all this of the Eu- 
charist, and interprets this name, so as to make it denote the 
spiritual grace with which it is attended; and though none 
of the other very ancient Fathers do give this etymology 
of the word Eucharist, yet Isidorus Hispalensis does, in his 
book Originum et Etymologiarum, vi. c. 19*; and all the 
ancients own the thing, viz. that the Eucharist is made what 
it is by the operation of the Spirit, though they do not give us 
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this derivation of the word ; but none does more plainly speak 
this truth of the Holy Spirit’s power and presence with the 
symbols, than St. Irenzus in those words’, “ Earthly bread 
receiving {the benefit of] the invocation of God is no longer 
mere bread but the Eucharist, consisting of two things, an 
earthly” [viz. the Bread], “and a heavenly” [viz. the power 
of the Spirit]. So Irenzus explains himself™, in these words, 
viz. “ What is earthly ? The body. (Plasma.) What is hea- 
venly? The Spirit".” And again®, “ When the mixed cup and 
the natural bread receives the Word of God, it becomes the 
Eucharist of the Body and Blood of Christ.” He repeats 
this again in the same chapter, in almost the same words. 
The admirable Dr. Grabe by the Word of God here under- 
stands the same with “the benefit of the invocation” in the 
former citation ; just as if he had said, the Divine power or 
Spirit », and [I have no objection against this opinion; but if 
you suppose he meant the Divine nature of Jesus Christ, yet 
his meaning is the same ; for by having the Holy Spirit in the 
Eucharist, we have in effect the Logos, Whose authentic repre- 
sentative the Spirit is, and by the means Whereof we alone can 
have union with the Logos. Orif by the Word of God we 
mean the words of institution or consecration, the sense is 
much the same; considering as has been said in the citation 
from Clemens Alexandrinus, that “the power of the Word is 
the Spirit ;” and that the Spirit is the “ heavenly thing” men- 
tioned in the first citation from St. Ireneus. This I take to 
be the meaning of St. Justin Martyr, when he speaks4 “ of 
the food which is eucharistized by prayer—being made the 
Body and Blood of Christ.” (I designedly omit Adyou tod 
map avrod, because they are either mis-written or exceed- 
ingly obscure); for by “the Bread eucharistized by prayer” 
he plainly means the Bread over which prayer had been 
made, that the Holy Ghost might descend upon it, according 
to the forms of the ancient Liturgies ; and when Irenzus, ac- 
cording to the Latin translation (which is far from being 
nice), mentions the Bread’, in quo gratie acte sunt ; there is 
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CHAP. no reason to doubt, but that in the original Greek it was 
ae diptos evyapiaoTn Gels, ‘ the eucharistized Bread,’ or the Bread 
blessed by the invocation of the Spirit, or however made the 
Eucharist by reciting the words of institution. And I be- 
lieve this truth is imported in the words of St. Irenzeus’s 
translator, which are omitted in my citation from him‘, from 
book iv. ¢. 34, offerimus enim Ei que sunt Ejus, congruenter 
communicationem et unitatem predicantes Carnis et Spiritus, 
that is, “we offer to God what is His own, agreeably here- — 
unto declaring the unity and communion of the Flesh and 
Spirit.” This holy man is arguing against the heretics, who 
denied bread and wine to be the creatures of God, and yet 
acknowledged that they were to be offered to Him, and that 
they became the Body and Blood of Christ; and yet they 
denied a resurrection. Now St. Irenzus’s argument runs 
thus; how can they believe that Bread and Wine are made 
the Body and Blood of Christ, when they are none of God’s 
creatures? Or that our bodies shall not rise again, when 
they are nourished by the Body and Blood of Christ? “'There- 
fore,” says he, “let them cease from making their oblations, 
or let them alter their judgment; but our judgment is 
agreeable to the Eucharist, and again the Eucharist con- 
firms our judgment; for we offer to God what is His own, 
agreeably hereunto declaring the unity and communion of 
the” Eucharistical “Flesh and Spirit.” Whereas it was in- 
credible, that God should communicate the Spirit to the Eu- 
charistical Bread and Wine, if they were not His creatures, 
but made by another God than He Who was the Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ ; and then he proceeds to shew, how 
the Eucharistical Body of Christ, receiving the illapse of the 
Spirit, was a means of immortality. Dr. Grabe supposes 
that the Greek transcribed from John Damascene is to be 
corrected by this old translation; but the Greek words are 
capable of a very good sense, taking the word éyepow to 
denote, not the resurrection itself, but “the power” or 
“ faculty of raising,” which it will very well bear. The Greek 
words are, €upedas Kowwviay Kal évwow atayyédXovtes Kab 
OporoyouvTes capKos" Kal Trvevpatos &yepow' “ agreeably de- 
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claring the communion and union, and confessing the rais- sECT. 
ing or reviving power of the Flesh and Spirit” of Christ in - 
the Eucharist, of which he was speaking. I am pretty sure 
this sense is very clear and coherent, and fits both the Greek 
and Latin; and it is very probable that those three words 
Kal oponoyobvTes Eyepow were either omitted by the trans- 
lator, because he did not apprehend the meaning of éyepous 
mvevmaros ; or else were turned by him resurrectionem Spi- 
ritus, which some Latin transcriber (not knowing or advert- 
ing, that resurrectio was the imperfect rendition of éyepous, 
and that éyepous had the signification above assigned to it) 
did omit to render the sense more obvious. And it seems 
probable at least, that when St. Ignatius wishes the Mag- 
-nesians* “a union of the Flesh and Spirit of Jesus Christ,” 
his meaning is, that their Eucharist may be always rendered 
effectual and beneficial, by the union of the Holy Ghost 
with the Sacramental Flesh of Christ; and this best explains 
the meaning of this holy Martyr, when he says’, “the Eu- 
charist is one, the Flesh of Jesus Christ ; the Cup one,” viz. 
as being animated by one and the same Spirit; and I ap- 
prehend that this sense is preferable to that which is com- 
monly assigned; and by this means SS. Ignatius and Ire- 
nus speak the same thing; and we may learn from the 
words of the former, that the presence of the Spirit with the 
Eucharistical Body of Christ was by him esteemed the grand 
privilege of the Christian Church, the continuation whereof 
he therefore prays for at the beginning of this epistle, as a 
most Divine blessing to the Magnesian people. 

And though the early councils had no occasion to give 
their judgments in a point so unanimously received by the 
primitive Church ; yet when, at the latter end of the fourth 
century, some took occasion it seems from some words of 
_ Origen to say what was thought to have an ill aspect on 
this doctrine; there was a synod convened at Alexandria, 
and another in Cyprus, to nip those novel opinions in the 
bud; and Epiphanius and other good and learned men 
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would not so easily have been prevailed upon to condemn 
Origen’s writings, if they had not a great zeal for this and 
other truths, which Theophilus persuaded them were very 
much shaken and endangered by some hasty expressions of 
Origen, or by the wrong construction that others had put 
upon them. And when, in the eighth century, the Icono- 
latree seemed to entertain some new notions of the Sacra- 
mental Body and Blood, it is very observable, how the 
orthodox Fathers in the synod of Constantinople express 
their sense of this matter, viz.7, “As the natural Body of 
Christ was holy, as having been divinely sanctified; so also 
His adoptive Body [in the Eucharist] is holy, as having 
been divinely sanctified by the grace of consecration. For 
this was what our Lord Christ aimed at, that as He had 
divinely sanctified the Flesh which He assumed by a proper 
natural sanctification proceeding from its union; so it was 
His will and pleasure, that the Bread of the Eucharist, as 
being the unerring image of His natural Flesh, should be- 
come a Divine Body, being sanctified* by the descent of the 
Holy Ghost.—Further, the natural animate Flesh of Christ 
was anointed with the Holy Ghost>. In like manner the 
image of His Flesh, delivered to us by God, was replenished 
with the Holy Spirit, together with the life-giving Cup of the 
Blood, which [flowed] out of His side.” 

All the Greek Liturgies, except that of St. Peter, which is 
but a Latin Missal translated, as the Rev. Dr. Hickes has 
observed, do contain a prayer for the descent of the Holy 
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Ghost on the Sacramental Body and Blood, as the learned 
reader may inform himself by viewing my short transcripts 
from them in the Appendix; as for instance, St. Chrysostom’s®, 
St. Basil’s4, St. Mark’s*, St. James’s‘. I will only translate 
the words of the most ancient, viz. St. Clement’s®, “ Look 
graciously upon these [gifts,] O self-sufficient God, for the 
honour of Thy Christ; and send down Thy Holy Spirit, the 
witness of the sufferings of our Lord Jesus, upon this Sacri- 
fice, that He may make this Bread the Body of Thy Christ, 
this Cup the Blood of Thy Christ.” There is nothing of this 
sort now in the Church of Rome, nor has been for many ages 
past; but we have no reason to doubt but that the most an- 
cient Liturgies of that Church had words to this effect, espe- 
cially because we have above heard Pope Gelasius, at the end 
of the fifth century, expressly attributing the consecration to 
the Holy Spirit. And the old Gallican Liturgy is mentioned 
in a book called Micrologus®, written in the eleventh cen- 
tury, as directing the Priest to say this prayer, “ Come, Holy 
Ghost the Sanctifier, eternal God, and bless this. Sacrifice'.” 
And the old Gallican Missal on St. Germanus’s day has these 
words!, “We beseech Thee, Almighty God, let Thy Holy Word 
descend on what we now offer to Thee. Let the Spirit of 
Thine infinite Majesty descend, the gift which Thou hast of 
old indulged, that our oblation may be made a spiritual ob- 
lation*,’ &c. And there is no room to doubt but that such 
like words were used in the Eucharistic Liturgies in the Galli- 
can Church from the time of Irenzeus, Bishop of Lyons, in 
the second century, whose writings breathe this Divine truth ; 
and that Irenzeus learned it from St. Polycarp, who was the 
disciple of St. John the Apostle. The reason why for so many 
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dg. p. 57. Ap. cana, Paris. 1685. p. 43. 

e c. p. 56. Ap. J [**Descendat precamur, Omnipo- 
fh. p, 54. Ap. tens Deus, super hee que Tibi offe- 
8 c. p. 53. Ap rimus, Verbum Tuum Sanctum; de- 


h [* Preedictas orationes, que om- 
nibus Missis communis erat, de qua 
Micrologus in cap. ii. ‘composita ob- 
latione in Altari, dicit Sacerdos hane 
orationem juxta Gallicanum Ordinem: 
Veni Sanctificator, Omnipotens Aiterne 
Deus, et benedic hoe Sacrificium Tuo 
Nomini preparatum per Christum 
Dominum Nostrum.’’’ } 


scendat inestimabilis glorie Tuz Spi- 
ritus; descendat antique indulgentize 
Tuz donum: ut fiat oblatio nostra 
hostia Spiritalis in odorem suavitatis 
accepta: etiam nos famulos Tuos per 
sanguinem Christi Tua manus dextera 
invicta custodiat. Per Dominum.’”’] 
k Mabillon, ibid. p. 331. 
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CHAP. ages the Holy Spirit has not been mentioned in the Canon of 
__— the Church of Rome seems to be this, viz. that it is utterly 
sistent with Inconsistent with their notions, since they have thought 
the doc n¢ that the consecration.is finished by the words of institution, 
ae of whereas the ancient Liturgies pray for the descent of the 
Holy Ghost, after the words of institution had been first 
pronounced. And further, they all pray that the Holy 
Spirit may make the Bread the Body, the Cup the Blood 
of Christ, or in words to this effect ; whereas the Romanists — 
believe no Bread or Wine to remain after these words are 
once spoken, “This is My Body, This is My Blood.” And 
further, it is evident that the ancients, in praying that the 
Bread might be made the Body, the Wine the Blood, did m- 
tend no more than that the Bread remaining Bread might be 
spiritually and in effect the Body and Blood. The Romanists 
believe the Bread and Wine to be annihilated, and the Body 
and Blood by a strange, I know not what, adduction, as they 
express it, to be brought to the patin and chalice in their stead. 
So that this judgment of the primitive Church is wholly m- 
consistent with the doctrine which has of late ages prevailed 
in that Church ; and they therefore, who will call it Popery, 
not only calumniate the primitive Fathers and the main body 
of the best Christians that ever were in the world, but be- 
tray their own ignorance and want of charity, and do a real 
honour to the Church of Rome, which she little deserves. 
I shall only further observe, that as it evidently appears 
that the ancient Churches of the east, where Justin Martyr 
lived and Irenzus had his education, where Athanasius was 
Bishop and Cyril of Jerusalem presided, and the Church of 
Rome to the time of Gelasius, and of Gaul in the west for 
several ages after, did consecrate the Eucharist by the invo- 
cation of the Holy Ghost; so it is very highly probable that 
the Church of Africa did the same. For to omit at present 
what has been cited from St. Cyprian and St. Augustine on 
this head, the words of Optatus of Milevis do sufficiently 
prove this; for he tells us that the “ Holy Ghost descended 
on the Altars at the prayer or request made for this pur- 
pose ;” Quo postulatus descendit Spiritus. See the words at 
large in the Appendix'. And I apprehend that very few 








1 a, p. 22. Ap. 
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articles of our holy religion are capable of a more convictive SECT: 
evidence from antiquity than this, that the Holy Spirit, by 

It’s powerful presence, renders the elements in the Eucharist 

the Body and Blood of Christ, not substantially indeed, but 
effectually, and to all spiritual intents and purposes. 

It may not be amiss to observe, that the ancient heretics The old 
believed this, as well as the Catholic Christians ; thus in the ian cine 
dialogue written by Origen or Maximus (for learned men are ‘¢,5™° 
not agreed which of them two is the author of it) against the 
Marcionites, the heretic owns that the Holy Spirit émi tis 
evyapiotias épyeras, “descends on the Eucharist™.” Nay, 
Theodotus somewhat exceeds the orthodox in this point, in 
those words, ‘O dptos dyidfera TH Svvdper tod TIvetpatos®, 
ov Ta ada bvTa Kata TO havopevov oia érnpOn, ara Sdvaper 
eis OUvapw TrvevpatiKiy petaBéBrAnTar’, that is, “the Bread 
is consecrated by the power of the Spirit ; the things are not 
what they appear to be, or what they are apprehended to be, 
but by the power [of the Spirit] are changed into a spiritual 
power.” And Irenzus informs us of a legerdemain which 
the heretic Marcus made use of, whereby to make his follow- 
ers believe the Eucharist celebrated by him was more divinely 
consecrated than that of the Catholics? : Marcus “ pretending 
to eucharistize the cups mingled with wine, and drawing out 
to a great length the words of invocation, causes them to 
appear of a purple and red colour, that so the-grace [charis| 
may seem to instil its own [virtue] from the supreme powers 
by means of his invocation, in this cup; and that those who 
are present may have a longing to taste of this liquor, to the 
end that this grace [charis], as this magician calls it, may 
distil upon them too.” This was no doubt an apish resem- 
blance of the Eucharist in the primitive Church; and pro- 
bably these heretics being told by the Catholics that their 
sacraments wanted the concurrent power of the Holy Spirit, 
which extends Itself to the one body, the Church, only, they 
endeavoured to make a very extraordinary appearance in what 
they in reality wanted, by this gross imposture. And it may 
be observed, that they use the very word ydpis, which is by 

m Sect. ii. p. 53. [ed. Wetsten. © Inter opera Clementis Alexandrini, 

1673. | p. 800. [ed. Heins. Paris. 1629. Ed. 


» [In this and in Potter’s edition, Potter, tom. ii. p. 988. ] 
the reading is rod ’Ovduaros. | P a. p. 3, Ap. 
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Clemens Alexandrinus and Gregory Nyssen (as gratia by 


—_—— St. Cyprian, Julius Firmicus, and others) applied to the 


On what 
Scripture 
this doc- 
trine was 
grounded. 


power of the Spirit in the Eucharist. 

Now I expect our adversaries should demand upon what 
authority of Scripture this doctrine of the ancients was 
grounded; to which I answer, that it seems evident that 
they thought, when our Saviour blessed or eucharistized the 
Bread and Wine, the meaning of those words is, that He 
caused a Divine benediction to rest upon them. It is allowed, 
I think, by learned men, that evyapioreiv has the same signi- 
fication in the history of the institution with edAoyeiy; and it is 
very evident, that evyapioteiv as well as evAoryetv is used tran- 
sitively ; and that therefore, as we render the Greek words, 
Matt. xxvi. 26, “ Jesus took bread and blessed it ;” so in strict- 
ness the following words, ver. 27, should be rendered, ‘ He 
took the cup, and blessed’ or eucharistized ‘it; and the same 
may be said in relation to Mark xiv. 22, 23. St. Luke, 
chap. xxii. 19, 20; and St. Paul, 1 Cor. xi. 24, 25, use the 
word evyapioteiv only in relation both to the Bread and Cup ; 
and therefore, to render these texts so as that they may fully 
come up to the sense of the Greek, there ought to be the 
accusative case expressed after the particle evyapuotioas, Viz. 
*‘He took bread; having blessed” or eucharistized “it, He 
brake it, and said:” for it is certain, the blessing or eucha- 
ristizing terminates on the Bread. It indeed imports, that 
Jesus addressed Himself in prayer to God for a Divine bene- 
diction; but it is clear beyond dispute, that this benediction 
was to rest on the elements. It was rational to suppose, that 
the most Divine institution was to be attended with the most 
eminent benediction ; and it was justly believed that this con- 
sisted in the immediate presence of the Holy Spirit. In St. 
James’s Liturgy, the words of institution, in relation to the 
Cup, run thus’, “Taking the Cup—eucharistizing it, con- 
secrating it, filling it with the Holy Ghost,” &c. For they, 
or he, who drew [up] this Liturgy, did take for granted what 
I now argue for, viz. that edyapioreiv does import a conse- 
cration wrought by the grace of the Holy Spirit; and not 
only the ancient Fathers, but even the heretics of the first 
ages, as we have seen, allowed this; and the eucharistized 

4 g. p. 55, Ap. 
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Bread, in the language of Irenzeus and Justin Martyr, is the sect. 
Bread that has by this means been sanctified; and indeed, —" 
the Apostle St. Paul does give great countenance to this doc- 
trine, in saying, “by one Spirit we have all been baptized 10Cor.xii.13. 
into one Body—and we have been all made to drink into 
one Spirit.” For as inthe first clause he speaks expressly 
of Baptism, so in the other he does, not obscurely, speak of 
our drinking the Cup blessed with the Holy Ghost in the 
Eucharist. The Rev. Dr. Pelling has well observed, “ that 
even the Socinians, who were the most perverse interpreters 
of Scripture that ever yet appeared, cannot but acknowledge, 
that the Apostle’s meaning is, that we have drunk of the 
Spirit ; and that in this particular they agree with St. Chrysos- 
tom ; and that St. Jerome expresses it by ‘ potionati Spiritu'.” 
But I conceive the ancients chiefly built their judgment in 
this particular on the sixty-third verse of John vi., viz, “It 
is the Spirit that quickeneth, the flesh profiteth nothing. The 
words which I speak unto you, they are Spirit, and they are 
Life.” I think it is universally agreed, that these words are 
an explication of that mystery which He had spoken so much 
of in the foregoing part of the chapter, viz. “ eating His Flesh 
and drinking His Blood.” I hope to give my reader satis- 
factory proof, before I conclude this book, that this eating 
and drinking the Flesh and Blood of Christ was by Him 
meant of the Eucharist only; and that this was the senti- 
ment of the generality of the ancients; and so taking this 
at present for granted, I will only consider how they inter- 
preted this verse in conformity to that opinion, and applied 
it to the Eucharistical Body and Blood; and particularly, that 
by ‘Spirit’ im this text they understood the Sacramental Body 
consecrated by the Spirit. Mr. Calvin’, upon this verse, takes 
notice, that St. Augustine so takes these words, as that when 
our Saviour says “the flesh profiteth nothing” the sense is, the 
flesh alone profiteth nothing, without the quickening Spirit ; 
and that by the ‘ flesh’ he understood the Sacramental Flesh, 
will in due time be sufficiently proved. St. Augustine’s words 
are, Quid est ergo, non prodest guicguam Caro? Non prodest 


* See Dr. Pelling’s Discourse of the Spiritu conjungi: quod cum re ipsa 
Sacraments, p. 278. consentaneum est.’’—Calvinus in /oco, 
* (“ Augustinus subaudiendum pu- Opera, tom. y. p. 75. ] 
tat solam et per se, quia debeat cum 
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CHAP. guicquam; sed quomodo illi intellexerunt : Carnem quippe in- 
= tellexerunt, quomodo in cadavere dilaniatur, aut in macello ven- 
ditur, non quomodo spiritu vegetatur. Proinde sic dictum est, 
Caro non prodest quicquam, quomodo dictum est scientia instat. 
Jam ergo debemus scientiam odisse? Absit. Et quid est scientia 
instat ? Sola, sine caritate. Ideo adjunxit, Caritas vero edi- 
ficat. Adde ergo scientie caritatem, et utilis erit scientia: sic 
etiam nunc caro non prodest quicquam. Accedat Spiritus ad 
carnem, quomodo accedit caritas ad scientiam, et prodest plu- 
rimum*. Cyril of Alexandria expressly says", “Christ calls 
His Flesh Spirit ;” and he had given the reason for it im the 
words foregoing, viz. “ He fills His Body with the energy of the 
Spirit ;’ and that He means this of His Body in the Eucha- 
rist will hereafter be proved. And again*, “Common flesh 
cannot give life; of this our Saviour is a witness, saying, My 
Flesh profiteth nothing, it is the Spirit that quickeneth; for 
since It is the Word’s own Body, on this account It is con- 
sidered, as giving life, and is so;” and that he means it of 
the Eucharist, the learned reader may convince himself, by 
turning his eye to the original. St. Ambrose, as already cited, 
has sufficiently shewed that he was of this mind: fory he 
proves the Eucharist to be “the Body of Christ, because It 
is the Body of the Divine Spirit.” St. Athanasius has been 
already cited, applying this text to the Eucharist, and telling 
us? that “by Spirit and life” is meant “the Body given for 
the world, and distributed to, or in every one,” &c. And yet 
he speaks more expressly, if possible, to the same purpose*, 
when discoursing of the Eucharist, he says, “the Flesh of the 
Lord is a quickening Spirit.” And Ammonius took it so 
above a hundred years before him, in those words, “ What 
He here calls the Spirit, is the Flesh, replenished with the 
energy of the life-giving Spirit.”” Now considering that these 
passages in the ancients are so directly for our present pur- 
pose, to prove that by ‘the Spirit’ here is meant the Sacra- 
mental Flesh of Christ; and that all that goes before, con- 
cerning eating the Flesh and drinking the Blood of Christ, 
relates to the Eucharist, as I am hereafter to shew; we are 


* In loc. p. 508, ed. Benedict, tom. y k. p. 27. Ap. 

iii. 7 a, p. 17. Ap. 
" h. p. 44, Ap. @ b. p. 17. Ap. |. 6 
* 1, p. 45. Ap. > b. p. 9. Ap. 
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not to wonder, that the Priest and people of these ages did 


SECT. 
I. 


expect, that at their prayers the Holy Ghost should com- ——— 


municate It’s influences to the Holy Symbols. It must be 
owned, that the meaning of this text is far from being easy or 
obvious, even though it be acknowledged to be an explication 
of what goes before. It is indeed no difficult matter for any 
new interpreter to clap an arbitrary sense upon this place, 
and make it chime in with his own inventions; but I must 
declare, that if I had so good light from antiquity, for the 
explaining other obscure texts of the New Testament, as I 
have for this; and if the writers and the whole Church of 
the four first centuries did so clearly determine the meaning 
of any other context, as they do this of the sixth chapter of 
St. John, I should desire no other help for the understanding 
the Scriptures of the New Testament, but what I receive from 
them ; and indeed we must once for all discard the authority 
of antiquity in determining any controversy, which either now 
does, or shall ever hereafter depend, in relation to any point 
of Christianity, if such evidence may not cast the scale when 
there is nothing to weigh against it but the airy conjectures 
of modern doctors. 

And that the glosses of late interpreters on this verse are 
but mere conjectures, will, I suppose, be easy to be demon- 
strated, from the great variety and inconsistence of them. 
I will take no notice of the Popish or Lutheran commen- 
tators, but will confine my observations of this sort to those 
interpreters, who may be supposed to be most in vogue with 
those of our own country. Mr. Calvin® understands the word 
‘Spirit,’ in the first place, to denote the Holy Ghost com- 
municating It’s influences to our Saviour’s natural Flesh; 
and in the second place, by ‘the Spirit’ he understands 
spiritual construction of Christ’s words. Mr. Beza‘, in the 


© {“Tenemus nune quomodo caro arcana Spiritus virtute loquutus erat, 
vere sit cibus, et tamen nihil prosit: eleganter hoc ad doctrinam suam trans- 
nempe cibus est, quia per ipsam parta fert, quod Spiritualis sit. Nam vox 
nobis est vita, quia in ipsa placatus Spiritus in adjectivum resolvi debet. 
nobis est Deus, quia in ipsa completas _Porro spiritualis vocatur sermo qui nos 
habemus omnes salutis partes: nihil sursum invitat, ut Christum, duce 
prodest, si ex sua origine et natura Spiritu, fide, non carnis sensu, in 
zstimetur (neque enim vitam confert ccelesti sua gloria queramus: scimus 
Abrahz semen, quod per se morti est enim eorum que dicta sunt nihil nisi 
obnoxium) sed a Spiritu accipit unde _ fide comprehendi.’’—Calv. in loco, tom. 
nos pascat.’’—‘‘ Spiritus nomen hic vy. p. 75. ed. Genev. 1614. | 
diverso sensu accipit. Sed quia de @ (“ Et quod hic a plerisque tradi- 
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first place, for the Divine Logos; in the second place, for a 
spiritual construction. Grotius® by ‘ Spirit,’ m the first place, 
understands the human soul; in the next place, the actions 
of it. Dr. Hammond!‘ follows Grotius. Dr. Whitbys takes 
‘Spirit’ for the Holy Ghost, as given to believers, in both 
places, without any regard to the Eucharist: for he supposes 
that Christ intended to inform them, that by eating and 
drinking His Flesh and Blood, that is, according to him, 
believing His doctrine, they should attain the Holy Ghost 
and eternal life. Dr. Clagett, by the ‘ Spirit, in both places, 
supposes our Saviour meant spiritual actions, practising the 
precepts of a heavenly life, and embracing the promises of 
happiness. Dr. Samuel Clarke’, though he varies his phrase, 
yet seems to agree in the main with Dr. Clagett, and par- 


tur, carnis videlicet Christi appella- 
tione Humanitatis Ipsius distincte et 
in sese consideratam hic intelligi, per 
Spiritum vero Adyouv Oedrnra signifi- 
cari, a qua una (quamvis carnis per 
fidem nobis spiritualiter communicate 
interventu) vis illa vivifica proficis- 
catur, vere quidem, sed fortasse parum 
apposite dicitur,’’—* I]lud vicissim ve- 
rissimum est, quod ad rem ipsam atti- 
net eandem esse statuendam Ejusdem 
et Unius Christi perceptionem, spiritu- 
aliter videlicet per fidem, sive in sim- 
plici verbo, sive adhibitis Sacramenta- 
libus signis nostre menti sumenda 
prebeatur.’”’—-Beza in Nov. Test., p. 
254. ed. Cant. 1642. | 

e [**Res sunt animi, quibus vita 
zterna. comparatur. Diximus ad 
Matth. xxvi. 41. voce M5 [spéiritus] 
modo 7b jyyeuovixdy [vim illam que im- 
perat | significari, modo animum totum, 
ut infra xi, 33, xiii. 21. Actor. xix. 21. 
Atque hoe posteriore sensu hic sumere 
simplicius est.””—Grotii Opera, tom. ii. 
vol. i. p. 508. ed. 1679. ] 

f [And for the other particular of 
eating His Flesh, He tells them they 
cannot but know that it is the soul that 
enliveneth, and not the body; and 
agreeably, that it is not the gross carnal 
eating of His Flesh that He could 
speak of, when He talked of their eat- 
ing, and His feeding them to life eter- 
nal; but certainly a more spiritual di- 
vine eating, or feeding on Him, which 
should bring them a durable eternal 
life; His words, that is, His doctrine 
being spiritually fed on by them, that 
is, being received into their hearts, not 


only their ears, will quicken them toa 
spiritual life here, and that shall prove 
to them an eternal life hereafter; (so S. 
Chrysostom expounds, [the flesh] that 
is, the fleshly hearing profits nothing.”’) 
—Hammond on the New Test., p. 285. 
ed. 1659.] ; 

& [ 63. (But know that) it is the 
Spirit (imparted to believers,) that 
quickeneth (their mortal bodies, Rom. 
viii. 11.) the Flesh (even of My Body, 
could you eat It,) profiteth nothing (to 
that end; now) the words that I speak 
to you, they are Spirit, and they are 
Life ; (i. e. they are the means of ob- 
taining this Spirit and Life by Him.” )— 
Whitby in loco. | 

h [63. No; when I speak to you 
of the conditions of obtaining ever- 
lasting life, though I have now ex- 
pressed them, by eating My Flesh, and 
drinking My Blood ; yet you had reason 
to understand Me of spiritual actions, 
which do indeed tend to the bettering 
of the inward man.—If, I say, you 
would know what things are proper for 
the improvement of the mind, they are 
the words that I speak unto you; they 
are those precepts of a heavenly life, 
and those promises of eternal life, which 
I have laid before you.”—Paraphrase 
on the Sixth Chapter of St. John, p. 37. 
ed. 1686. ] 

i (**63.—Know that it is of no use to 
take what I say, in the gross and literal 
sense; but ye ought always to under- 
stand Me of spiritual actions, such as 
improve the soul, and tend to make 
men better.”’—Clarke’s Works, vol. iii. 
p. 443. ed. 1738. ] . 
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ticularly in taking ‘the Spirit’ to signify ‘ spiritual actions ;’ 
and they are the only two, whom I can at present consult, 
that seem to agree in their notions on this text, except 
Grotius and Dr. Hammond; and so from eight writers we 
have six several senses. Dr. Pelling by ‘ Spirit’ conceives 
that our Saviour intended to let them know that He spake 
mystically, and that they were to interpret His words after a 
spiritual manner, and of a spiritual and Divine way of feeding 
on Him. Now the only use I make of these glosses is to 
convince my reader, that when men of the greatest learning 
and judgment have no compass by which to steer their in- 
terpretations of the Holy Scripture, they must of conse- 
quence run wide of the truth, and of each other; and if 
they do hit on the true sense, it is by mere chance; and I 
crave leave to say that in this particular they have all missed 
of their aim, and given us their own fanciful guesses instead 
of the truth. What makes me bold to say so is, that the 
primitive Church, as has and shall be seen, was unanimous 
in supposing that our Saviour here speaks of the Eucharist ; 
and none of the great men above produced do in this par- 
ticular agree with them ; and they, who give us a particular 
explication of the text, do agree that it is to be interpreted 
of the Holy Ghost accompanying the holy symbols of Christ’s 
Flesh and Blood. And I hope it will be thought pardonable 
in me to adhere to the ancients, where they are unanimous, 
in opposition to all expositors whatsoever, especially in a 
point, where scarce two of them keep harmony with each 
other. 

But as to the text now before us, though it must be owned 
to be one of those that cannot be fully understood without 
close attention and application; yet I apprehend that if we 
impartially aim at truth, and diligently keep our eye to the 
analogy and connection of our Saviour’s discourse, we shall 
with some degree of assurance be able to say what the meaning 
of these words is. Our Saviour, having staggered His hearers 
by ineuleating upon them the important doctrine of eating 
His Flesh and drinking His Blood, here in the close of His 
discoprse gives them such hints as might for the present 
serve to quiet their minds, by letting them know that they 
were to blame, to take what He had said as if it were meant 
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ver. 63. 


ver. 48. 50, 
51. 53, 54, 
57, 58. 
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of eating His natural Flesh and Blood; and to this purpose 


“He first says, “ What and if ye shall see the Son of Man 


ascend up [into heaven,] where He was before,” will ye not 
then be convinced, that what I now say of eating My Flesh 
and drinking My Blood cannot be understood literally of 
the Body you now see, and the Blood which now runs in 
My veins? And having intimated to them what He did not 
mean, He proceeds to explain the phrases of eating His 
Flesh and drinking His Blood, so far as He thought proper 
or seasonable for the present; and dismisses His hearers 
as persons that were yet in the state of Catechumens (if I 
may so say), without informing them what the materials 
were which He intended to make His mysterious Flesh and 
Blood; and does not let His Apostles themselves into this 
secret, until the time came when He did institute the Sacra- 
ment and Sacrifice; and in the mean time thought it suffi- 
cient to let them know what was to be the very life and soul 
of this mysterious Flesh and Blood, viz. the presence of the 
Holy Spirit; for says He, “It is the Spirit that quickeneth,” 
or giveth life, which was the main privilege and benefit that 
men were -to receive by eating His Flesh and drinking His 
Blood, as He had before told them, “The Flesh [even of 
the Son of Man Himself,” whether natural or Sacramental, 
nakedly or in itself considered, or alone without the Spirit, 
as St. Augustine justly understood it, “ profiteth not” toward 
the obtaining of eternal life: “the words which I have” just 
now “spoken” unto you, though they seem to import no 
more than material things to be externally eat and drunk, 
yet are so to be understood by you as intended to denote 
somewhat that, though it be of itself very common and of an 
earthly original, yet shall be replenished with inward force 
and power from the Holy Ghost, and therefore deserves — 
rather to be called “ Spirit and Life” than dead body and 
effused blood. It challenges the name of Spirit upon the. 
same account that the entire Person of the Lord is called — 
“ Spirit,” and that the human nature of Christ is said to be a — 
“quickening Spirit,” viz. because the spiritual principle was 
that which was the most prevailing, and derived a dignity — 
to His human nature, and made Him capable of giving life — 
to others. Just so we may say, it is God that is Heaven, or — 
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perfect happiness; it is the soul that is the man: it is pride SECT 
or malice that is the devil. For the denomination is often 
taken from the greater or more prevailing part or prin- 
ciple. Therefore Ammonius, the old Christian philosopher ; 
Athanasius, the most acute Divine of his age; Cyril of 
Alexandria, one that was inferior to none of the ancients 
in good sense and penetration, tell us, that Christ called 
His Body [in the Sacrament] ‘ Spirit’ in this place, and my 
reader just now saw them speaking for themselves. It 
may perhaps seem strange to such readers as are not versed 
in the language of the New Testament, that our Saviour 
should so often, in the foregoing part of the chapter, pro- 
mise eternal life to them that eat His Flesh and drink His 
Blood, and yet here expressly say, that “ the Flesh profiteth 
nothing ;”” meaning undoubtedly the same thing by His Flesh 
in the sixty-third verse, that His hearers had done in the 
other places, viz. mere material flesh, destitute of life, and 
blood extravasated, and therefore importing death. He ac- 
knowledges, that such flesh and blood, whether received in 
substance or in figure, could carry no benefit along with it ; 
and therefore here by flesh means, as His auditors did, flesh 
alone, without any thing to invigorate or give it life and 
efficacy. But the Flesh and Blood, so often before mentioned 
by Himself, are the true Sacramental Flesh and Blood, that 
were to carry power and virtue along with them, by means 
of the presence of the Holy Ghost vouchsafed to them. If 
our Saviour had said, “the Flesh alone profiteth not,” I sup- 
pose this would have removed all scruple from the minds of 
my readers. St. Augustine says, ‘ alone’ is to be supplied ; and 
as the authority of the Father is not to be despised, so the 
reason of the thing and the whole connexion of the dis- 
course speak St. Augustine’s judgment to be right. And it 
may be observed, that no word is so often to be supplied in 
the discourses of our Saviour, as represented by the Evan- 
gelists, in order to make the sense clear and full, as this 
word ‘ alone’ or ‘ only,’ with its redditive or correlative ‘also’ 
or ‘chiefly.’ I will give the following instances: “ Lay not wp Matt. vi 
for yourselves treasures upon earth” only, “but lay up for ee 
yourselves treasures in heaven” also, or chiefly. “It is not ye Matt. x 
that speak” alone, “but it is the Spirit of God that’ also, 
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or chiefly, “speaketh in you.” “Call no man upon earth 
your” only ‘Father; for one is” chiefly or principally 
“your Father, even God.” “Neither be ye called” the only 
or sole “masters; for one is” chiefly “your master, even 
Christ.” “Fear not them” only “who kill the body; but 
fear Him” also, or chiefly, “* Who hath power to cast into 
hell.” “When thou makest a dinner, call not” only “thy 
friends and thy brethren; but call the poor” also. “ Ye 
shall neither in this mountain, nor in Jerusalem” only, 
‘worship the Father.” ‘My doctrine is not Mine” only, 
“but” also “ His that sent Me.” “If I” alone “bear wit- 
ness of Myself, My witness is not true; but there is another” 
also “that beareth witness of Me.” “I receive not testi- 
mony from man,” that is, St. John Baptist, only; “for the 
works that the Father hath given Me, they bear witness of 
Me” also. As many more examples of this sort might be 
produced; but these are sufficient to shew, that this was an 
ellipsis very familiar to our Saviour, or rather to the sacred 
historiographers, and particularly to St. John. And upon 
this supposition, what our Saviour says is this, “It is the 
Spirit that quickeneth, the flesh” alone “ profiteth nothing to 
this purpose; the words which I speak,” or the promises 
which I make, “are” not only of My Sacramental Flesh, but 
of the “Spirit and Life” to be received in conjunction with 
them. And that this was His true meaning will be more 
than probable, if it be considered ‘that these words were 
designed as an exposition of what He had said of eating 
His Flesh and drinking His Blood, so far as He thought 
proper at present to explain Himself. He expounds what 
He had said, by hinting to them what it chiefly was which 
He had promised them under the name of His Body and 
Blood. For it was that was the difficulty, which most of 
all gravelled His hearers; therefore He lets them know, 
that they were not to understand it of His natural Flesh; 
for that He, as Son of Man, and therefore clothed with His 
human Body, was to ascend up where He was before, as He 
was the Son of God; and that they therefore could not 
come at this natural Body of His; and that by consequence 
He meant some other thing by His Flesh, which what It 
was and why to be dignified with that name He did not 
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think fit to acquaint them until after His last Passover. 
But He in the interim imparts thus much of His mind to 
them, that the very essence of that Flesh they were to re- 
ceive was the Divine Spirit; He supposes they might ra- 
tionally infer thus much from what He had before said ; 
for He had often told them, that the effect of eating His 
Flesh should be life; and, says He, “it is the Spirit that 
quickens” or “gives life.’ He could not deny that the 
thing to be eaten was His Flesh, for this He had over and 
again affirmed before; nor could He deny, that the eating 
of His Flesh, as they ought to do, conduced to this end; 
for He had as expressly declared that by eating this Flesh 
they should live for ever, as that He would give them this 
Flesh. It remains, that we cannot in equity conceive our 
Sayiour to intend any thing else by these words, than that 
the Flesh alone, without the Spirit, profiteth not to eternal 
life; and that therefore, when He promised His Flesh, He 
did implicitly and by consequence promise the Spirit too, 
even that Spirit, Which first quickened His own natural Body 
in the womb of the Blessed Virgin. I can see no pretence 
for supposing that it was our Saviour’s direct and primary 
intention to explain, what He meant by the actions of eating 
and drinking; nor do I apprehend that His words in the 
sixty-third verse can rationally be understood of any action 
performed by us. The “ quickening Spirit” must denote 
either the Divinity of Christ, or the Holy Spirit, the third 
Person of the Trinity; for no other Spirit can give or cause 
life: it therefore cannot import any action performed by 


man, not even in the most remote or improper way of speak- - 


ing. The Spirit and Life is what is promised, whereas eating 
and drinking is the action by which that promise, whatever 
it be, is received, and is not itself therefore that promise. 
The Flesh which profiteth nothing must be something that 
is either to be eaten or not to be eaten; but cannot import 
the action of eating or the forbearance of that action. And 
if our Saviour does not here directly and primarily explain 
the sense of eating and drinking, then there is nothing left 
for Him to explain, but the words Flesh and Blood. And 
these had been the main subject of our Saviour’s discourse 
in this chapter; these were the things, to the participation 
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whereof He invited His disciples; these were the sum and 
substance of the promise He had made them in the former 
part of the chapter ; and therefore this is what He does in 
part unvail to them in this. sixty-third verse. Indeed there 
could be no occasion to spend any words upon them, in order 
to inform them what sort of eating or drinking He meant ; 
for if once they did in any tolerable measure know, what 
the feast or entertainment consisted of, their own common 
sense would presently direct them to the proper manner and 
method of receiving it; so that, as to myself, I am not only 
inclined to this interpretation, because it is recommended 
to us by the judgment of the ancient Church; but because 
when I consider what our blessed Lord’s intention was, in 
pronouncing these words, I can apprehend nothing that He 
could have in His view but only to give His hearers a fair 
intimation, that the great work and benefit of the Flesh and 
Blood He had promised them was to be derived from the 
secret life-giving power and operation of the Holy Spirit. 
And I think’ myself bound in common justice to pay the 
tribute of a grateful acknowledgment to those venerabie pri- 
mitive writers, who have confirmed me in this sense of a very 
difficult text of Scripture. And without their authority, I 
should never have dared to speak so freely of the conjectural 
glosses of modern commentators; which yet rather serve to 
confute each other than to establish a man im a settled judg- 
ment concerning ‘this or any such like text of Scripture. 
And having thus shewed, that the ancients did believe the 
Holy Spirit to be in an especial manner present in the Eu- 
charist, and on what grounds they believed this; I now pro- 
ceed to prove, 

(2.) That the ancients did conceive the Eucharistical Bread 
and Wine to be mysteries, and therefore spiritually to be dis- 
cerned on the account of this especial presence of the Holy 
Ghost, which rendered the Bread and Wine the Body and 
Blood of Christ, in the sense so often mentioned. And 
having but just now laid before my reader at large the 
grounds on which the ancients entertained the belief of the 
Spirit’s presence in the Eucharist; and particularly proved 
that those words of our blessed Saviour were directly and 
primarily intended to give an explication (in part) of what 
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is received in the Eucharist ; I think fit not to reserve what SECT. 
I have to offer from Scripture in defence of the judgment of ae 
the ancients, until after I have produced their suffrages (as 
I have hitherto done); but to shew that their believing the 
Eucharist to be a mystery, and therefore to be spiritually 
discerned, might safely be built upon that text, as interpreted 
by them. For though I think it very clear that our Saviour’s 
first intention was, in some measure, to open to His hearers 
the nature of that Flesh which He had promised to give 
them; yet He could not explain this to them so far as He 
did, but He must at the same time, by very evident conse- 
quence, let them see that what He had been speaking of was 
a mystery. For He had told them that they were to receive 
Flesh and Blood; and this, according to the common sense 
of mankind, must import something that is capable of being 
received with the mouth; and yet He had affirmed, that the - 
Holy Spirit was the principal thing which He designed, for 
that “ His words,” or promises then made, “ were Spirit and 
Life.” And the grossest of His auditors could not surely sup- 
pose that the Holy Ghost was capable of an oral manduca- 
tion, or that the ‘grace of God could be devoured by mouth- 
fuls,” as St. Augustine expresses it*; for though they might 
externally eat and drink what was made the Flesh and Blood, 
yet their teeth could make no impression upon what was in 
its own nature not subject to corporeal taste or touch. And 

_ this was the mystery, which shocked the loose part of His 
auditory, who hereupon “went back, and walked no more ver. 66. 
with Him.” They could not conceive themselves capable 
of eating His natural Flesh and Blood, nor yet comprehend 
what He meant by giving them Flesh and Blood, which was 
Spirit and Life. And the ancients believed this to be the 

_ mystery couched in the Sacramental Bread and Wine, viz. 
that they were in substance what they were before, but by 
the especial presence of the Spirit rendered the Body and 
Blood of Christ, as carrying with them all the beneficial effects 
that His natural Body and Blood, influenced and anointed by 
the Holy Ghost, could have done, if it had been capable of 
oral manducation. Thus St. Chrysostom explains the sense 
of the word ‘mystery,’ when he is spéaking of the two Sacra- 
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CHAP. ments'; “It is called a mystery, when we look not at what 
I __we see, but when we see one thing, but believe it to be 
another thing.” ~And the case is very clear, that since the 
Sacramental Body and Blood are what they are, by virtue 
of the presence of the Spirit; and that the secret operations 
of the Spirit are not to be perceived by our senses; and that 
therefore the Body and Blood of the Eucharist are such only in 
an invisible mysterious manner : therefore they are to be con- 
sidered and received by us, not only outwardly as consecrated 
Bread and Wine, but inwardly with the eye and relish of 
our understanding and judgment; not only as bare types and 
figures, but as being in effect, though not in substance, what 
they represent. And thus St. Chrysostom elsewhere explains 
himself, speaking of John vi. 63™, “ We should understand 
all this mystically and spiritually.—‘ They are Spirit, and they 
are Life,’ that is, they are Divine and spiritual things. What 
then, is not His Flesh, Flesh? Yes, assuredly. How then 
does He say, ‘the flesh profiteth nothing?’ He does not speak 
this of His own Flesh, far be that from Him; but of those 
that took what He said in a carnal sense. But what is 
it to take Him in a carnal sense? To look merely to the 
[gifts] which lie in open view. We ought not to judge by 
what is seen, but to look on all mysteries with the inward 
eye; for this it is [to do it] spiritually.” The holy Father 
does not so directly give us our Saviour’s primary sense, as 
St. Augustine does, when he says, that by the flesh which 
profiteth not, we are to understand “the Flesh only ;” but- 
he rather considers what is the necessary consequence of 
what Christ here says, namely, that since it is the Spirit 
which is the principal thing in the Eucharist and That Which 
makes the Bread the Flesh of our Saviour, therefore we are 
to apprehend and use it as a spiritual mystery; which by 
consequence makes these words very apposite to the pur- 
pose for which I cited him. And when this Father says, 
that “Christ could not mean that His Flesh profiteth 
nothing; but that He speaks of those who took Him in a 
carnal sense, that is, who regard nothing but the [gifts] lying 
in open view;” he means the same thing with St. Augus- 
tine, when he says, that our Saviour meant, that His Flesh 
1D. p. 41. Ap. m y. p. 40. Ap. 
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“alone” profiteth nothing ; for they who took it ina carnal SECT: 
sense understood our Saviour of His Flesh alone, without a 
the Spirit. They minded only what they saw before them. 
Perhaps, indeed, St. Chrysostom does not express himself 
with his usual exactness, when he says, “Christ speaks of 
those who took what was said in a carnal sense.” If, in- 
stead of these words, he had said, “Christ speaks of .His 
Flesh carnally taken, or taken in a carnal sense,” I conceive 
he had said the very same thing that St. Augustine does in 
other words. For if we take the Flesh of Christ in the sense 
which our Saviour meant It in, ver. 51. 53. 55, no doubt It 
is profitable ; but if indeed in the sense that His loose hearers 
took It in, of which He speaks, ver. 63, then It was not pro- 
fitable. Thus much I have said on this matter, on account 
of the great difference which Mr. Calvin, on this place, would 
persuade us there is between St. Chrysostom and St. Augus- 
tine, which is indeed next to none; but St.Chrysostom speaks 
of this spiritual mysterious Body and Blood in the Eucharist, 
in several other places ; and tells us how It is to be received?, 
“The Word says, ‘This is My Body;’ let us be convinced, 
and believe, and see Him with our intellectual eyes; for 
Christ hath delivered to us nothing to be perceived by the 
senses, but all to be apprehended by the mind, in things 
perceived by the sense,” viz. Bread and Wine; and again®, 
“Thou hast the spiritual Table ; would you know how? ‘He 
that eateth My Flesh, abideth in Me.” For I am not sen- 
sible, that St. Chrysostom is suspected of ever speaking of 
John vi. to be understood of any other thing but the Eu- 
charist ; and therefore the Eucharistical Flesh is here called 
* Spiritual,” as being discerned by the Spirit only. St. Au- 
gustine is as clear as St. Chrysostom, when speaking of this 
Sacrament he says?, “ Fix not your thoughts upon the Flesh, 
lest you be not enlivened by the Spirit ;” and presently after 
he thus explains John vi. 63, speaking in the person of our 
Saviour, “ Understand what I have said to you in a spiritual 
manner; you are not to eat that Body Which you see: I 
have commended to you a Sacrament; if spiritually under- 
stood, it will enliven you ;” and again4, “ Then will the Body 
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CHAP. and Blood of Christ be life to every man, if what is visibly 
M_ taken be spiritually eaten and spiritually drunk. For we 
have heard our Lord saying, ‘ It is the Spirit that quickens ;’” 
and by this we may clearly understand him, when he bids 
us™ “eat even to the participation of the Spirit ;” and here 
I apprehend St. Augustine falls in with St. Chrysostom, as 
aboye cited. But I shall here also subjoin his words found 
in Fulgentius, De Baptismo Aithiopis, c. ult.*, where he speaks 
to them that had been lately baptized, and were now ad- 
mitted to the Eucharist. Quod ergo videtis, panis est, et 
calix ; quod autem fides vestra postulat instruenda, panis est 
Corpus Christi, calix Sanguis Christi.—Quomodo est panis 
Corpus Ejus, et calix, vel quod habet calix, quomodo est San- 
guis Hjus? Ista, Fratres, ideo dicuntur Sacramenta, quia in 
eis aliud videtur, aliud intelligitur. Quod videtur, speciem 
habet corporalem; quod intelligitur, fructum habet spirita- 
lem. ‘What you see is the Bread and the Cup; but that 
in which your faith requires to be instructed is, that the 
Bread is the Body of Christ, the Cup His Blood.—How is 
the Bread His Body, the Cup or what the Cup contains, His 
Blood? these things, brethren, are therefore called Sacra- 
ments, because it is seen [to be] one thing, it is believed [to 
be] another. What it is seen [to be] has a bodily figure, 
what it is believed [to be] has a spiritual fruit or effect.” 
Where St. Augustine does not only agree with St. Chrysos- 
tom in other particulars; but in his notion of a mystery, 
which he calls a Sacrament. And this is a clear proof that 
the Latin Sacramentum is taken in the same sense with the 
Greek pvornpiov, though not perpetually. St. Jerome means 
the same mysterious eating and drinking the Body and Blood 
in the Sacrament, in those words of hist, “ Let us hear, or 
understand, that the Bread, which Christ brake, and gave to 
His Disciples, is the Body of the Lord our Saviour.—He is 
both the convivator and the feast; He eats with us, and. 
Himself is eaten. We drink His Blood, and without Him 
we cannot drink—we drink new Wine of the Father’s king- 
dom ; not in the oldness of the letter, but in the newness of 
the Spirit.” Macarius says", “they who partake of the visible 
To. p. 33. Ap. tk. p. 28. Ap. 
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Bread do spiritually eat the Flesh of the Lord.” Cyril of 
Jerusalem says*, “ When Christ discoursing with the Jews 
said, ‘Except ye eat the Flesh of the Son of Man, &c., they 
not understanding what He said in a spiritual manner were 
scandalized, and went back,’supposing that He exhorted them 
to be cannibals ;” and he presently tells us how we must un- 
derstand our Saviour, spiritually, viz. “regard them not as 
mere bread and wine, but as the Body and Blood of Christ, 
according to the declaration of our Lord;” therefore he calls 
them’, “spiritual Bread and Wine;’ and these again? he 
calls a ‘spiritual Sacrifice.” And we have heard St. Athana- 
sius not only declaring that the Sacraments of the Body and 
Blood are “spiritual things,” but to be “spiritually distri- 
buted ;” not as what they appear to be outwardly, but as 
what they are in internal power and efficacy: and we have 
seen Eusebius speaking of* “a spiritual hierurgy in Bread 
and Wine.” ‘Tertullian clearly supposes the necessity of a 
spiritual communion in the Sacrament, in saying”, “the flesh 
is fed with the Body and Blood of Christ, that the soul may 
be replenished with God;” that is, either with God the 
Holy Ghost, or with the Father and Son by means of the 
Holy Ghost. And St. Cyprian cannot rationally be otherwise 
understood, when he says, the Eucharist was “ spiritually 
injoined,” that is, as a mystery; not to be celebrated or 
received with the outward senses only, but with the inward 
apprehension and application of the mind: and this is what 
Clemens Alexandrinus teaches us, in those words‘, “ Christ, 
taking bread, first spake and eucharistized it, then breaking 
it held it forth, that we might eat it in a rational manner.” 
These citations are sufficient to prove, that as the ancients 
believed the consecrated Bread and Wine to be the Body 
and Blood of Christ, by the invisible presence of the Holy 


Spirit ; so in consequence of this belief, they looked on them 


as mysteries, to be discerned and beneficially received with the 
soul as well as with the mouth; that as the benefit of them 
was intended for the soul as well as body, so they should be 
received internally by one as well as externally by the other. 
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Now before I proceed to another head of discourse, I shall 
make some reflections on what I have said and proved, con- 
cerning Christ’s real Body and Blood in the Sacrament; and 
it’s being His real Body and Blood, not in substance, but in 
spirit and power; and as therefore requiring the exercise of 
our best faculties, our understanding, judgment, and devotion, 
regulated and instructed by a true faith, in order to a proper 
use of it. And, 

1. We may from hence learn, for what reason the ancients — 
called the Eucharistical Bread the spiritual Body of Christ, 
viz. because it was what it was by the peculiar energy of the 
Holy Ghost? And what they meant by spiritual eating and 
drinking, viz. doing those outward actions in the Eucharist 
with a sincere faith in the Passion of Christ, and receiving 
the symbols, not as bare Bread and Wine, but as Divine 
powerful representations of the original Body and Blood. 
And until I am better informed, I shall look upon all other 
spiritual receiving Christ’s Body and Blood to be a mere 
human invention of the middle and dark ages of the Church, 
built upon no other bottom than some passages in the ancient 
Fathers, misunderstood or wrested by new glosses and un- 
natural constructions. This notion of spiritual eating and 
drinking Christ in any other religious exercise or action as 
well as the Holy Eucharist, I look upon as a doctrine, espe- 
cially as it has of late years been managed, subversive of, or 
extremely endangering, not only the Eucharist, but the very 
foundation of all discipline in the Church and even of the 
Church itself; for it is very certain, that the offering and re- 
ceiving the Holy Eucharist was intended by Christ Jesus to 
be the main pillar of the external Christian ceconomy, and the 
strongest ligament of the mutual communion of Christians 
with their Head and with each other; but now this notion 
of spiritual eating and drinking the Body and Blood of Christ 
cuts the nerves of this and all other means of external com- 
munion, by assuring men, that they may eat and drink the 
Body and Blood of Christ at home in their closets and 
kitchens, as well as at the Lord’s Table. And I apprehend, - 
I cannot do a greater service to religion, than by shewing 
that this conceit of spiritual communion extra Canam is a 
mere imaginary thing, without any foundation in Scripture, 
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yeason, or antiquity. And to this purpose I have shewed my SECT. 
reader, what the ancients understood by the spiritual Bread 
and the spiritual Body, and the spiritual eating and drink- 

ing; and it does not appear, that they intended any thing 

else but the material Sacrament, enlivened by the Holy Spirit, 

and received spiritually by faith as well as bodily with the 
mouth. 

2. If what is eaten be a spiritual Body, and what is drunk How it is 
be spiritual Blood, then why may not that which is offered be Sanrifice. 
a spiritual Sacrifice, since what we offer is the very same with 
what we eat and drink? Ifthe very material Sacrifice, which 
is offered, be accepted by Almighty God, and if He send His 
Holy Spirit on it, as the ancient Church on good grounds 
believed He did; why then must it be denied the name of a 
spiritual Sacrifice ; if it be discerned to be offered as a memo- 
rial of Christ’s death only by our minds or spirits, I cannot 
conceive, why it may not be called a spiritual Sacrifice, since 
on the same account it is also styled the spiritual Body of our 
Saviour. ‘The ancients called the sacrifices of the Jews and 
heathen, corporeal and gross foeculent sacrifices, because they 
who offered them were supposed to have no further meaning 
than to offer a dead carcase or some such like worthless thing, 
without any other view or speculation; but they believed the 
sacrifice of bread and wine, offered by Melchisedec, not to 
be a corporeal sacrifice ; because they apprehended, that Mel- 
chisedec and Abraham, in the oblation of bread and wine, 
saw and designedly prefigured the Sacrifice of the Christian 
Church: and with much greater reason then may this Sacri- 
fice itself be called spiritual; since, as Chrysostom says, “our ~ 
Saviour hath delivered to us nothing to be perceived by sense, 
but every thing to be apprehended by our understanding, 
though in things perceptible by sense.”? It is true, what He 
‘delivered was Bread and Wine; but they are to be considered 
by us as Christ’s Body and Blood, as made so by His Holy 
Spirit and discerned to be so by ours. And if our adversaries, 
for the future, cannot contrive some better shelter against our 
arguments for a real Sacrifice than that pretence of it’s being 
so often called a spiritual Sacrifice, and that therefore it can- 
not be a real one; I persuade myself, they will convince but 
few ; and these few must be such as suppose that all words 
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must in all ages have had the same signification; and that 
because ‘spiritual’ in our present philosophy signifies some- 
thing perfectly immaterial, and in common discourse, some- 
thing or nothing, according to the fancy of him that uses it ; 
therefore sixteen or seventeen hundred years ago it could not 
have any other meaning; whereas in reality the standard of 
words is as liable to change as that of money, and they that 
will not be persuaded of this by the authorities [ have alleged 
from the ancients may be convinced by their own English ~ 
Bibles, where we have express mention of “a spiritual Body ;” 
and where the whole Church, consisting of Christian men, is 
called a “spiritual house,” or temple; and it is observable, 
that in the very same verse the Apostle mentions “ spiritual 
sacrifices ;” and why the sacrifices must be perfectly imma- 
terial any more than the men who offer them, will, I con- 
ceive, be impossible to be shewed. The Church is a spiritual 
temple, not only as it consists of men united together by one 
common faith, and by the ties of love and charity; but also, 
as this union is perfected by the common influences of the 
same Spirit; for St. Paul tells the Ephesians, that “‘ they were — 
builded together for an habitation of God through the Spirit.” 
And why the material Sacrifice of the Eucharist may not be 

thought one of the sacrifices spoken of by St. Peter, and the 

principal one too, I cannot for my life conceive; for bread 
and wine are not more material than human bodies are; 

and if men clothed with flesh can be framed into a “spiritual 

building,” then I can see no reason why bread and wine, 

consecrated by the Spirit, may not be “spiritual sacrifices,” 

[and yet material. | 

3. By what has been said upon this head we are able to 

give a distinct answer to our adversaries, if they demand 

what is offered in the blessed Eucharist. We offer the Bread 
and Wine, separated from all other oblations of the people; 

we offer them, as having been solemnly pronounced by the 

words of institution to be the full representatives of Christ’s 

Body and Blood. And we make propitiation with them, after 

God has first, by the illapse of the Holy Spirit, perfected the 

consecration of them. When we say, we offer Bread and — 
Wine, and that we offer the Body and Blood of Christ, we 
mean the same material things ; and I have proved that the 
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ancients used the very same language, and by that language sEoT. 
meant the very same things that we do. When we say we p 
offer Bread and Wine, we do not only mean the products 
and first-fruits of the earth, but the memorials of Christ’s 
Passion, the authoritative representations of Christ’s Body 
and Blood; or, if you will speak with the primitive Church, 
the true Body and Blood of Christ: and on the other side, 
when we say we offer the Body and Blood, we do not mean 
what is commonly called the Sacrifice of the Mass, not the 
substantial Body and Blood of Christ, much less His Di- 
vinity ; but the Bread and Wine substituted by the Divine 
Word for His own Body and Blood, and upon which God, 
at the prayers of the Priests and people, sends down His 
peculiar spiritual benediction, by which it becomes a Sacri- 
fice of a sweet-smelling savour, as being therefore fully con- 
secrated into the spiritual Body and Blood of Christ, and 
therefore fit wherewith to propitiate the Divine mercy. 

4, From hence we may infallibly conclude, that the an- That the 
cient Church of the four first centuries did not believe trans- (7en's 


believed 
substantiation, though they expressed their thoughts of the 2° trans- 


reality of Christ’s Body in the Sacrament, oftentimes in very tiation. 
strong and lofty expressions. But that they did not believe sad Gabe 
a change of substance, appears from this, that they called V'**,, 
even that which was distributed to the communicants after 2&4 to it. 
the consecration was finished, sometimes Bread and Wine, 

and at other times figures and types; and though they be- 

lieved them to be types, so full and big with the life as to be 

justly dignified with the names of the archetypes, yet they 
inform us, on what account they were called and in some 

sense believed to be the archetypes; viz. as by the secret in- 

visible operation of the Holy Spirit, they were made in effect, 

and to all religious intents and purposes, the very Body and 

Blood. And I apprehend that Protestants cannot so effect- 

ually answer the allegations produced by the Papists in be- 

half of transubstantiation, upon any other scheme as this of 

the primitive Church. They who believe the Bread and Wine 

to be mere symbols and figures, can never, so far as I am 

able to judge, give a fair and satisfactory reply to the objec- 

tions, which may be urged against them from Holy Scrip- 


ture ; however they will be utterly at a loss to answer those 
JOHNSON, : > 
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texts, if taken in the sense which the Fathers of the second 
century, viz. Ignatius, Justin Martyr, Irenzus, and Tertullian 
took them in. And I conceive that man ought to suspect — 
his own judgment and orthodoxy, whose opinions sink below 
the standard of the second age after Christ ; and I see no 
reason to doubt, but that the notions of the second, third, 
and fourth centuries, were the same in the main, as to this 
important head of Christian doctrine and worship; and I 
might say the same of several of the followmg ages. It is — 
easy enough indeed for Protestants to prove, that the Church, 
in these ages, did not believe transubstantiation; but it can 
never be maintained that they looked on the Sacramental 
Body and Blood, as mere figures or symbols; and there- 
fore I look on this hypothesis as utterly indefensible, as an 
opinion reprobated by the generality of the first Reformers, 
embraced only by Zuinglius and Cicolampadius and their 
adherents, who were upon that account called Sacramen- 
tarians ; and of late advanced by the Arminians and So- 
cinians with too great success; but utterly inconsistent with 
the principles of the truly primitive Church, and even with 
Scripture itself, as has been shewed. The Lutheran doctrine, 
though it come nearest to that of transubstantiation (for it 
supposes the grand absurdity of transubstantiation to be true ; 
which is, that the Body of Christ descends from heaven to many 
thousands of Altars, at one and the same time; but it denies 
the other great absurdity of transubstantiation, the annihil- 
ation of the Bread and Wine) yet in one respect is, I think, 
altogether worse and less tenable; viz. because it supposes 
two Bodies and Bloods in the Sacrament, the typical and 
the substantial. For the Bread and Wine are figures of the 
Body and Blood; and figures may bear the names of their 
principals; and further, together with this typical Body and 
Blood, they believe they have the very Body and Blood of 
Christ, which was born of the Blessed Virgin, and shed upon 
the cross. And indeed the opinion of Calvin, Beza, and their 
followers, did not come much short of the Lutherans in this 
respect. For their doctrine too was chargeable with this con- 
sequence, though they modified their notions in a way some- 
what different from that of Luther. What is given in the 
Eucharist and received from the hands of the Minister, they 
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affirmed to be mere typical, symbolical Bread and Wine; and 
that the unbelieving or unworthy communicant received no 
more than mere types and shadows; but then they added, that 
the faithful and worthy communicant received the very natural 
Body and Blood of Christ by an act of faith. And they further 
asserted, that this natural Body and Blood might be received, 
not only at the Holy Communion, but in any other act of re- 
ligion ; and though they allowed that the natural Body and 
Blood were received at the Sacrament, yet they denied that 
it was received in the Sacrament, that is, in the Bread and 
Wine, but that it was communicated in a Divine and un- 
intelligible manner to the faithful only. Now that my reader 
may be made sensible of the inconvenience of this notion, I 
will only give him the brief history of the treaty of Poissy, 
the substance of which I take from the moderate impartial 
Thuanus*, The managers on the Papists’ side were the Car- 
dinals of Lorraine and Tournon, Mr. Espencée, and others. 
On the Protestant side, Mr. Beza, Peter Martyr, &c. Lor- 
raine had charged Beza with saying that Christ’s Body is no 
more 7m Cond, ‘in the Lord’s Supper,’ quam in ceno, ‘than 
in the dirt we tread on;’ but Thuanus seems to clear Beza 
of this, by saying that it was only a consequence, which Me- 
lancthon had formerly in a heat imputed to Gicolampadius, 
by way of objection against his doctrine; which was, that 
the things received in the Sacrament are mere signs. Beza 
purged himself from this imputation, and declared his ab- 
horrence of it, as blasphemous; but Beza himself, though he 
confessed that believers do as surely partake of the Body and 
Blood of Christ, as they see and touch and put into their 
mouths the Sacrament, yet affirmed that the Body of Christ 
was as distant from the Bread, as heaven was from the earth. 


This was received with great indignation by Tournon, and so | 


the assembly broke up for that time. Beza excused himself 
in a letter to the queen regent (who called this congress, and 
was present at the conferences) by saying, he had not time 
given him to explain himself; for he owns it would be blas- 
phemy to assert, that Christ was absent from His Supper, 
which yet some had charged him for affirming, and which 
Thuanus seems to say he had affirmed. He owns’®, that 


@ Lib. 28. [tom. ii. p. 117. ed. Lond. 1733.] Anno Dom. 1561. e [p. 121.] 
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CHAP. “this tremendous mystery was instituted by the Son of 


God, that we may more and more be partakers of the sub- 
stance of His very Body and Blood; that God was every 
where present, but that His Body was in heaven, cireum- 
scribed by space and place;” for which he cited St. Augus- 
tine, and Vigilius Bishop of Trent five hundred years before. 
Hereupon the colloquy was renewed, in which Lorraine made 
a very bright speech, says Thuanus, in which he used the 
following words‘; “If the Protestants continue in this opi- 
nion, that Christ is no otherwise upon earth since the time 
of His ascension than He was before He put on our Flesh; 
or that He now has any other Body but what is visible ;—or 
in a word, that to put on Christ in Baptism, and to receive 
His Body in the Supper, is all one thing; he must retort 
their own words upon them, and say, that his opinion was 
as far distant from theirs as heaven is from earth.” Two 
days after they meet again: Lorraine and his party insist 
upon a subscription to the chapter concerning the Eucharist 
in the Augustan, that is, the Lutheran Confession, which 
had formerly been demanded of the Protestants; and urge 
an expression of Mr. Calvin’s, intimating the “ substance of 
Christ’s Body” to be in the Sacrament. Peter Martyr en- 
deavours to mollify this expression by a gloss of his own, but 
to no purpose. Then they agreed upon a new method of 
conference, that this controversy should be amicably adjusted 
by delegates deputed from each side. After long debates, 
the Protestant Ministers draw up their judgment in these 
words; viz. “ We confess, that Jesus Christ, in the Supper, 
does truly give and exhibit to us the substance of His Body 
and Blood, by the efficacy of His Holy Spirit ; and that we 
do receive and eat, spiritually and by faith, that very Body 
Which was offered and immolated for us, so as to be bone of 
His Bone, and flesh of His Flesh, to the end that we may 
be enlivened thereby, and receive whatever is conducive to 
our salvation: and because faith, supported by the Word of 
God, makes those things present which it apprehends, and 
by that faith we do im deed and reality receive the true 
natural Body and Blood of Christ, by the power of the Holy 
Spirit ; by this means we confess and acknowledge the pre- 
f [p. 122.) ¢ [p. 125.] 
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sence of His Body and Blood in the Supper.”—Espencée, SECT. 
though he did not much dislike the rest, yet could not allow 
of the last clause, which he said would never be allowed by 
the Latins, by the West or East, by the Ethiopian or African 
Church, nor by the Protestants in Germany, that is, the 
Lutherans; and therefore he proposed, that the last clause 
should be thus expressed"; “‘ And because the Divine Word 
and promise, by which our faith is supported, makes those 
things which are promised present to us, and by the power 
and efficacy of the Word, we do in deed and reality receive 
the true and natural Body and Blood of Christ; therefore 
we do by this means confess and acknowledge the presence 
of His Body and Blood in the Supper.” After a debate on 
this occasion between the Ministers and the delegates on 
the other side, the Ministers are forbid to appear there any 
more; which when the Ministers understood, they endea- 
voured (says Thuanus) to help out their former declaration, 
by adding what follows; viz. “No distance of place can 
hinder us from communicating of the Body and Blood of 
Christ, for the Lord’s Supper is a heavenly thing; and 
though on earth we receive Bread and Wine” (I think ‘only’ 
ought to be added) “which are the true signs of His Body 
and Blood, with our mouths, yet by faith and the efficacy 
of the Holy Ghost, our minds which are fed with this food 
are rapt up into heaven, and enjoy the presence of the Body 
and Blood; and that by this means it may be said, that the 
Body is truly joined to the Bread, and the Blood to the Wine ; 
but after the manner of a Sacrament, and not at all accord- 
ing to place or natural position; but as they (the signs) do 
imply, that God does efficaciously exhibit them to faithful 
receivers, and they do by faith receive them.” Thus the as- 
sembly was dissolved. 

Now this story is very instructive on several accounts. 
And first and especially it should teach Protestants not to 
make such concessions to Papists, as Beza and Calvin before 
him had done; (and indeed Calvin had subscribed the Au- 
gustan Confession;) I mean, to acknowledge that Christ’s 
Body is substantially present in or at the Sacrament. It 
is plain that Beza, according to his hypothesis, might either 

h [p. 126.] 
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CHAP. deny or assert this. For he believed It not to be present in 


the Bread or Wine, or by virtue of any thing done in the 
Eucharist only; but he believed It present to believers, by 
means of thei faith, in all religious actions, and therefore 
in the Eucharist as well as in Baptism, prayer, &c. To 
wipe off the aspersions cast upon him, he declares the sub- 
stance of the Body and Blood to be received by the faithful 
in the Supper; and so was caught in his own net, from which 
he found it impossible to extricate himself. For by his ex- 
planations he only further involved himself; if the reader 
can penetrate into his meaning, I must confess it is more 
than I can pretend to do. The case is very plain; if Christ’s 
natural Body and Blood be received either in the Sacrament, 
or any where else on earth, it must be done either by having 
that Body and Blood brought down from heaven to us, or 
by our being assumed into heaven and being brought into 
the presence of that Body and Blood, or by our meeting 


them in some third place; but all these three suppositions 


are equally absurd, and there is no fourth to be imagined. 
Beza and his friends, to avoid the known difficulties of the 
first supposition, ran themselves aground on the second. 
Secondly, from this we may learn that the primitive Church 
asserted nothing so harsh and incredible, in relation to the 
reality of Christ’s Flesh and Blood in the Eucharist, as either 
the Lutherans or Calvinists, who are the two main bodies of 
Protestants. I am not sensible that any single Father ever 
asserted, for the first four hundred year's, that Christ’s per- 
sonal Body and Blood can be substantially present to us 
here on earth. Even Gregory Nyssen, who goes farther, I 
think, than any had done before him, never supposes Christ’s 
natural Body to be brought down from heaven to the com- 
municants ; but rather, that the Bread of the Eucharist was, 
by addition, converted into His true Body, if I understand 
him right. They call the consecrated Bread, a Divine hea- 
venly thing or substance, but they do not call it the sub- 
stance of the Body of Christ; and they call it a Divine sub- 
stance, because they believe it sanctified by the Holy Ghost. 
They call the Sacramental Bread and Wine the true very 
Body and Blood, meaning, that it was so in power and efficacy, 
as has been shewed. They believed it to be the very Body 
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and Blood, not by a bare figure or metaphor, just as Christ is SECT. 
called the Passover, the Vine, the Way, and the Door; but waneomea 
by way of a lively mystery, which though it do not come 
up to the original, is yet far above and beyond all other 
types and representations, and specially all tropes and lifeless 
figures and emblems. But it does not appear to me, that 
ever they thought of receiving the natural Body of Christ, 
as both Papists and Protestants asserted they did, at this 
treaty; but I shall further vindicate the ancients, when I 
come to speak of their seeming excesses on this head. 
Thirdly, from hence we may see where the stress or knot 
of the controversy between the Papists and Calvinists then 
lay. The question truly stated was not, whether the sub- 
stance of Christ’s Body were capable of being received ; this 
was allowed on both hands; but, whether that thing, which 
was given by the Priest, and received by the communicants, 
was the very substantial Body of Christ; and if the question 
had been thus proposed, as I humbly conceive it ought to 
have been, there could have been no room for a treaty ; but 
the Calvinists must once for ever have denied it, and the 
Papists affirmed it. But the present project at court was to 
reconcile contradictions, and to accommodate matters so far, 
if possible, as to bring the two contending parties to sub- 
scribe one certain form of words in two different senses, and 
to-make them in appearance say the same thing, when their 
thoughts and meanings were directly contrary to each other ; 
and therefore palliative expressions, and ambiguous circum- 
locutions were made use of: and upon this occasion, I think 
fit to present to my reader, in one short view, the true state 
of the questions now depending between the Protestants and 
Papists, in relation to the matter of the Sacrament, or the 
thing or substance there received. 

1. Whether there are two Bodies of Christ to be received Dispute be- 


. . > t “= 
in the Sacrament, or only one? The Lutherans! and Calvin- (rene 7e5 


i The Lutheran notion of the Real ita vel in pane esse, ut revera cum 


Presence being very subtle, and the 
Lutheran books not much read among 
us, I thought fit here to set it down. 
First in the words of Luther himself, 
as they stand in his Cogitationes MS. 
CCcCC, 
“ Nostra autem sententia est, Corpus 


pane manducetur ; et quemcunque mo- 
tum vel actionem panis habet, eun- 
dem et Corpus Christi; ut Corpus 


Christi vere dicatur ferri, dari, accipi, ° 
manducari, quando panis fertur, datur, ° 
Id est, Hoc 


accipitur, manducatur. 
est Corpus Meum.’’ 
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stated. 
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ists, if they will speak the truth, without reserve or palliation, 
must say there are two Bodies there to be received, the typi- 
cal Body of Bread, and the substantial Body of Christ Him- 
self. The Papists assert, there is but one Body of Christ in 
the Sacrament ; and so far they are right. But then they 
add, that this is the very substantial Body ; and in this their 
gross error consists. The Arminians and Socinians agree 
with the Papists, in asserting but one Body of Christ in the 
Sacrament ; but then they err in the contrary extreme ; for 
they believe it to be a bare typical figurative Body only. 

2. Whether the substance of Christ’s Body and Blood be 
received from the hands of the celebrator? Both the Papists 
and Lutherans affirm that they are; the Calvinists and 
Arminians and Socinians deny it; the former add, that the 
believer receives This by faith. The Arminians and Soci- 
nians deny that they can be received at all. 

3. Whether the only matter or substance given by the 
celebrator be the substantial Body and Blood? The Papists 
affirm this; for they say, that the accidents of bread and 
wine only remain, but the substance of them gives way to 


Next from Gerhard, in loe. Theolog. 
de Sacr. Coena, cap. x. § 69. [tom. v. 
p. 55.ed. 1657.] “ Credimus in Eucha- 
ristize Sacramento veram realem et 
substantialem Corporis et Sanguinis 
Christi preesentiam, exhibitionem, man- 
ducationem, et bibitionem. Que pre- 
sentia non est essentialis conversio pa- 
nis in Corpus, et vini in Sanguinem 
Christi, quam transubstantiationem vo- 
cant: neque est Corporis ad panem, ac 
Sanguinis ad vinum extra usum Coene, 
localis aut durabilis affixio; neque est 
panis et Corporis Christi personalis 
unio, qualis est Divine et humanz 
nature in Christo unio; neque est 
localis inclusio Corporis in panem ; 
neque est impanatio; neque incorpo- 
ratio in panem, qua panis cum Corpore 
Christi et vinum cum Ipsius Sanguine 
in unam massam physicam coalescat; 
neque est naturalis inexistentia ; neque 
delitescentia Corpusculi sub pane ; ne- 
que quicquam hujusmodi carnale, aut 
physicum: sed est presentia et unio 
Sacramentalis, que ita comparata est, 
ut juxta Ipsius Salvatoris nostri veracis 
Sapientis et omnipotentis institutionem, 
pani benedicto tanquam medio itidem 
divinitus ordinato Corpus, et vino bene- 


dicto tanquam medio divinitus ordi- 
nato Sanguis Christi, modo nobis in- 
comprehensibili, uniatur; ut cum illo 
pane Corpus Christi una manducatione 
Sacramentali, et cum illo vino San- 
guinem Christi una bibitione Sacra- 
mentali in sublimi mysterio sumamus, 
manducemus, et bibamus.  Breviter 
non damovoiay absentiam, non évovolay 
inexistentiam, non ovvovolay consub- 
stantiationem, non perovotay transub- 


stantiationem, sed mapovalay Corporis ~ 


et Sanguinis Christi in Coena statu- 
imus.”’ 

In Form. Concil. Art. vii. dicitur 
‘** Corpus et Sanguinem Christi non tan- 
tum spiritualiter per fidem, sed etiam 
ore, non tamen Capernaitice, sed super- 
naturali et ecelesti modo, ratione Sa- 
cramentalis unionis cum pane et vino 
sumi,”’ 

In this form, Concil. p. 753, the Cor- 


poral Presence is denied: which yet is” 
thus explained; that the Body of Christ 


is received with the mouth, yet in a 
spiritual manner, 
into the Popish absurdity of a Body’s 
being present in a spiritual manner. 
See Pfaffius, p. 461, 462. [This note 
was added in 2nd ed. } 
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the adduced substance of the Body and Blood. The Lu- seEcrT. 


therans assert that the Sacrament consists of the substance 
of Christ’s Body and Blood, together with the substance of 
Bread and Wine. The Calvinists, Arminians, and Socinians 
deny that any substance is given by the celebrator, except 
that of Bread and Wine. 

And I will here subjoin the judgment of the ancient 
Church, in relation to the questions above proposed, aecord- 
ing to the best of my information. 

1. As to the first question, the primitive Church believed, 
as the Papists, Arminians, and Socinians do, that there is 
but one Body, one Blood of Christ in the Sacrament. This 
Body and Blood the primitive Church sometimes. called the 
true and very Body and Blood, as the Papists also do; and 
sometimes the typical or symbolical Body and Blood, as the 
Arminians and Socinians now do. But they did not mean 
these words in the same sense, either with the Papists on one 
hand, or with the Arminians and Socinians on the other. 

2, 3. As to the other two questions, the ancient Church 
did not believe that the true substance of Christ’s Body and 
Blood was given by the celebrator, or by any other means, 
either with or without the Bread. . 

But then there is another question, which was never to my 
knowledge proposed or disputed, either between the Papists 
and Protestants, or among the Protestants themselves ; and 
that is, ; 

Whether the Body and Blood given by the celebrator in 
the Eucharist be the true Body and Blood of Christ in real 
substance, or only in spirit and power. And every body 
knows, how the Church of Rome must answer this que stion, 
or rather how she has answered it; though it was never for- 
mally and in express words proposed to her. For the sub- 
stantial Presence of the Body and Blood in the Sacrament is 
one of the new articles of the Tridentine Creed ; and in this 
particular the Church of Rome has decided the cause, not 
only contrary to reason and common sense, but also contrary 
to the primitive Church; which, as has been shewed, believed 
the Bread and Wine to remain, and that they were the true 
Body and Blood of Christ, by virtue of their true spiritual 
consecration ; and therefore, though they called them types, 
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CHA. 98 believing them to be bread and wine, and not the very Life 
itself, yet they called them too the true Body and Blood, for 
they believed them to be so in power and efficacy. 

The advan- | What opinion Protestants may now have of this judgment 
ae * of the ancient Church, I cannot so much as divine; but I am 
Sense us) very sure it had been very happy, if the great leaders of the 
both of the Reformation had been pleased to take such light, as antiquity 


and Lu. would plentifully have given them in this particular; and 
therans. would have leaned less to their own judgments, and more to 
the sentiments of the primitive Church, in interpreting the 
texts of Scripture relating to this subject; and by this means 
there would not only have been a better harmony between 
Protestants themselves, the great want of which is the scandal 
of the Reformation; but they would have been enabled to 
give more full and satisfactory answers to such objections, as 
Papists or other adversaries alleged against them; and at 
the same time have promoted the two most valuable things 
on earth, truth and peace. The Reformers were very far 
from being strangers to the writings of the primitive Church 
and the ancient Fathers; nay, they were very diligent in 
searching for authorities from antiquity, whereby to confute 
the errors of the Church of Rome; but the leaders of the 
Reformation abroad seem rather to have made use of the 
weapons which the ancients put into their hands, for the 
destruction of the Popish cause, than of the materials and 
models which antiquity would have afforded them, for build- 
ing up their own Churches and systems of divinity. How- 
ever I will not despair of some success among the Clergy 
and people of our own Church, when I am recommending 
that scheme of the doctrine of the Eucharist which prevailed 
for so many hundred years next after the Apostles. It is 
commonly said, and I think truly, that the Church of Eng- 
land has not declared for any particular modus of the Presence 
of Christ’s Body in the Sacrament. We are indeed instructed: 
by the Church, that “ Christ’s Body and Blood are verily and. 
indeed taken and received by the faithful in the Lord’s Sup- 
per ;” but whether substantially, or in power or efficacy only, 
is net determined: and I am not without hopes, that those 
of our Church, who have senses exercised, and who have any 
regard to antiquity, will embrace this doctrine; not only as’ 
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more consistent with reason than either that of the Luther- 
ans or the Calvinists, but because it comes recommended to 
us by the venerable stamp of the primitive Church. As for 
those who have no notion of any thing in the Sacrament be- 
yond that of a mere significant ceremony, a shadow, or sym- 
bol, they ought to consider that they stand condemned, not 
only by the voice of our own Church, but of all duly consti- 
tuted Churches that are or ever were ; as may be seen in the 
Right Reverend Bishop Cosin’s History of Transubstanti- 
ation: and I persuade myself, that they have none with 
them, even in this most degenerate age, excepting the Armi- 
nians and Socinians, and such writers as they will be ashamed 
to own in the presence of competent judges. I am apt to 
think, that one great occasion of the growth of these loose 
opinions concerning the Eucharist has been the great absur- 
dity and apparent inconsistence of those hypotheses, which 
have of late ages prevailed in the Christian Church, in rela- 
tion to this article of Christianity. Transubstantiation is pro- 
verbially irrational; consubstantiation comes not much be- 
hind it; and the spiritual Presence, as explained by Beza and 
his associates, is as unintelligible as either of the former. And 
it is very hard for men, if they be in any measure inquisitive, 
to believe any thing that is mysterious, without having some 
fixed and certain idea concerning the manner of it; because 
without this they know not how to distinguish between mys- 
tery and nonsense, and because without knowing the modus 
they really know not how to argue or reason concerning it in 
their own minds, or to discourse of it to others. And when 
all the commonly prevailing moduses of Christ’s Body being 
really and truly received in the Sacrament are so very harsh 
and incongruous, it is not much to be wondered, if in a free- 
thinking age men rather choose to believe that Christ’s Body 
is not at all in the Sacrament, than that It is there in the 
manner, which the Papists or Lutherans or Calvinists con- 
ceit it; or than to suppose that It is there, they know not 
how. But I have reason to think, that the reality of Christ’s 
Body in the Sacrament, as to Its spiritual power and effect, 
will meet with a tolerable reception, at least from all candid 
and impartial sons of the Church, that rejoice to see primitive 
Truth unclouding itself and shewing its reverend face. 
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Fifthly and lastly, by reflecting on this doctrine of the 
primitive Church concerning the reality of Christ’s Body in 
the Sacrament, and the spiritual mysterious manner of It, we 
may see upon what slight grounds some particular learned 
men amongst us have advanced a notion of Christ’s having 
two personal Bodies, a carnal and a spiritual one; that the 
carnal Body cannot be received, but the spiritual may. This 
opinion is maintained by the worthy and learned Dr. Pelling, 
in his Discourse of the Sacrament. He calls these “two 
naturesJ,” and cites Irenzeus for saying the Eucharist “ con- 
sists of two things, a heavenly and earthly.” The ‘ heavenly” 
he supposes to be the “ spiritual Body ;” but I have shewed, 
that by the heavenly thing he means the power of the Holy 
Spirit. He cites Origen at the same place, for distinguishing 
“the symbolical body” from ‘the Word Which was made 
Flesh.” This last he calls His human nature; whereas “ the 
Word made Flesh” includes His whole entire Person ; and 
by the “ symbolical Body,” he rightly understands the Bread 
in the Eucharist. Then he cites Tertullian for saying 
“Christ represents His Body by Bread.” How the Doctor 
would prove his point from these passages, I cannot so much 
as guess. Then he quotes St. Augustine from Gratian, who 
very often corrupts and misrecites that Father’s writings. 
And yet St. Augustine, as there cited, says nothing, but that 
there is in the Eucharist “the visible species and the in- 
visible Flesh and Blood;”’ which rather countenances the 
Papists’ than the Doctor’s notion. He cites St. Chrysostom 
directly against his own opinion, viz. Ht non duo Corpora, 
sed unum Filit Corpus predicatur. He also observes, that the 
Fathers of the second Nicene council determined, that after 
consecration “the Bread and Wine are rightly called the 
Body and Blood; but why,” says he, “must this be meant 
of Christ’s natural Body, and not of His spiritual?” Yes, if 
he had proved, that Christ had such a personal spiritual Body, 
distinct from His natural; but that is the point in question *, 
“The Body of Christ,” says he, “may be considered either 
in respect of It’s own natural substance, consisting of flesh, 
bones, and blood; or else with respect to His Divinity, as 
That is united with It, as It is replenished with the presence 
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and energy of the Godhead, and fills all things with spiritual sEcT. 
rays'.” This supposes but one Body of our Saviour, but only : 
diversely considered ; and yet he expressly calls this “a dis- 
tinction between His natural and spiritual Body™.” The 
Doctor says ‘“‘the primitive Christians insisted much” on 
this distinction; cites Clemens Alexandrinus®; but I have 
elsewhere shewed, that Clemens, by the “spiritual Blood,” 
meant the Eucharistical Blood ; and that he himself in effect 
tells us so. He cites St. Jerome for saying, “The Blood 
and Flesh of Christ is capable of a double meaning, either 
that which He speaks of (John vi.) or that Flesh and Blood 
which was crucified and let out by the soldier’s spear.” I 
doubt not but St. Jerome means the Eucharistical, and the 
natural Blood; and I had myself alleged this authority, but 
that something follows which might have given our adversaries 
a handle for cavil, though they can do our cause no hurt, nor 
their own any good by it. The Doctor again quotes St. 
Augustine to prove, that “the virtue of Christ’s Body is in 
the Sacrament ;” but I cannot conceive, how this proves His 
spiritual personal Body distinct from His natural. Then 
he produces St. Ambrose°, which I have before sufficiently 
considered. St. Ambrose expressly mentions the spiritual 
Body, as in the Sacrament. The Doctor never does so much 
as pretend, that this personal spiritual Body of Christ is the 
Sacrament, or in the Sacrament, but only the virtue of It?, 
and so he himself explains it’. He goes on to cite Pseudo- 
Cyprian De Cena, a writer of the eleventh or twelfth century, 
who yet says not a word to the purpose, so far as I can see’. 
Cyril of Alexandria, cited in the same place, unquestionably 
speaks of Christ’s one natural Body, and therefore rather 
against than for the Doctor*. He would have our Saviour John vi. 
speak of this spiritual Body. Of this I have said something 
already, and intend to enlarge myself hereafter. He produces 
Athanasius‘, who speaks evidently of the Eucharistical Body, 
(as I have shewed)". He proceeds to cite Cyril of Alexandria’, 
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in words which he expressly applies to the Sacrament”. He 


—_——— applies what the Apostle says, 1 Cor. x. 2, 3, to this notion of 


His “spiritual Body ;” but he does not mention it in terms, 
because he knew our Saviour then had no Body*. He mentions 
St. Augustine again, as speaking of the virtue of the Sacra- 
ment’. He cites the heretic Theodotus, in the words above 
produced by me; the reader may judge how much they help 
the Doctor’s cause?.. He says Origen, as before cited, by the 
Word made Flesh “means the vital and Divine power, which 
goes along with the symbols.” If this be true, then the Doctor's 
“vital and Divine power” is the whole Person of Christ Jesus?. 
For the establishing this bold doctrine, (I am sure I do not 
exceed the bounds of moderation in giving it that epithet,) he | 
does not cite any one writer who mentions any spiritual Body 
of Christ, distinguished from His natural and Eucharistical 
Body. Dr. Henry More takes this scent, which he had from 
Dr. Pelling, and pursues it in a way peculiar to himself, in 
his book of “The Real Presence”.” I have said thus much of 
this singular opinion of these learned men; not that I appre- 
hend any danger of such notions prevailing or spreading 
themselves, in such an age as this of ours. I would have been 
more large and particular in my reflections, if I had had any 
suspicions that the doctrine were adapted to the relish of the 
men of this generation ; and yet, I think, I have said as much 
as is sufficient to weigh down all the arguings of Dr. Pelling, 
which are what Dr. More builds upon. And what use I fur- 
ther intended in the particular notice I have taken of this 
opinion is, to observe to my reader, that studious and think- 
ing men, who are very much under the power of religion, such 
as, I believe, both these Doctors were, can never satisfy them- 
selves with that cold and jejune account, which the generality 
of men amongst us have of late taken up of the Holy Sacra- 
ment, as mere emblems and remembrancers, no more than 
with the modern fanciful inventions of Luther and Calvin; 
and therefore rather indulge their imaginations in contriving 
some new hypothesis, which may better satisfy them, both 
because it is new, and because it is their own, than rest con- 
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tent with the empty figures and types of Arminians or Soci- 
nians, or with the odd and incongruous notions of Luther 
and Calvin. 
And further, it particularly deserves our reflection, that all 
the wrong notions which have been framed concerning the 
eating and drinking of the Body and Blood of our Lord, pro- 
ceed from one single cause; and that is, from an opinion, that 
Bread and Wine are too worthless and sorry things to be the 
Body and Blood of Christ, any otherwise than as mere figures 
or resemblances; therefore the main body of Christians in 
the East and West, in the North and South, and throughout 
the world, in the middle and dark ages of the Church, were 
easily persuaded to believe that there is no bread or wine 
remaining in the Eucharist, but that the entire substance 
there consecrated is the Body and Blood of Christ: but this 
was too gross and contrary to sense, to stand the scrutiny of 
Martin Luther and Philip Melancthon and their adherents, 
who had less deference to the authority of the Church than 
to their own senses; they were sure there was bread and 
wine remaining after consecration, and they were fully per- 
suaded that the Body and Blood were there too; therefore 
they conclude, that the Eucharist was a mixture of both, that 
the Body and Blood of Christ were in the Eucharist in an in- 
visible manner, | accompanying‘ ] the visible substance of Bread 
and Wine. Calvin and Beza goa step further; they will not 
allow the Bread and Wine to be so much as the vehicle of the 
Body and Blood, but make them things not only distinct, but 
very far distant from one another. They allowed nothing but 
bare elements to be taken from the celebrator ; and if men did 
over and above receive the Body and Blood of Christ, that was 
to be attributed to their own faith, by which they imagined 
they could communicate of the Body and Blood at any other 
place and in any other religious action as well as at the Lord’s 
Table or at the Sacrament. Dr. Pelling and Dr. More were 
men of too great sense to believe, that faith could make any 
thing present that was really absent; or bring Christ’s Body 
down from Heaven, or waft us up thither to receive It ; there- 
fore they project a scheme, whereby they suppose, that we 
may communicate, not indeed of the natural or carnal, but 
© {In the Ist ed. the Author had written ‘ contained in.’ ] 
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of another Body of Christ, that is in virtue and effect dif- 
fused throughout the universe ; and though Dr. Pelling calls 
them two Bodies, yet in reality he makes the spiritual Body 
to be only the virtue or energy of the natural. It is evident 
that this was only a grafting or refinement upon the Calvin- 
istical plan; and they agree with the Calvinists in the main 
point, viz. that “though the great feast on this heavenly food 
is more especially and copiously enjoyed in the celebration of 
the Holy Eucharist ; yet we may, in some good measure, draw 
it in, day by day, by faith and devotion,” as Dr. More has it*: 
and ‘“ we are not to imagine, that the Body of Christ quickens 
none but at the Communion®.” I cannot but farther observe, 
that this fictitious spiritual Body of Christ is not a Body of 
these Doctors’ own making ; for Robert Barclay had published 
his Apology many years before they wrote the pieces I am 
now speaking of. And he, in his thirteenth proposition, ex- 
pressly asserts this spiritual Body of Christ ; and makes It the 
same with “the heavenly seed, that Divine, spiritual, heavenly 
substance,” which he and his friends commonly call “ the light 
within.” In one particular, Barclay has the advantage of 
Dr. Pelling ; for he asserts, that Christ had this spiritual Body, 
even when He was “the Word of God ;” and that by It He 
revealed and communicated Himself to the Patriarchs, and 
was Christ before His incarnation’; and therefore he might 
properly apply the words of St. Paul to this spiritual Body of 
Christ ; which Dr. Pelling could not do, without contradict- 
ing his own hypothesis: and yet he has ventured to do its. 
When Calvin had separated the Body from the Bread, it was 
easy for the Quakers to despise the latter, (which they could 
not have without a Priesthood or ministry,) and to conceit 
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f [**So then, as there was the outward 
visible Body and Temple of Jesus 
Christ, which took its origin from the 
Virgin Mary; so there is also the spi- 
ritual Body of Christ, by and through 
which, He, that was the Word in the 
beginning with God, and was and is 
God, did reveal Himself to the sons of 
men in al] ages, and whereby men in 
all ages come to be made partakers of 
eternal life, and to have communion 


and fellowship with God and Christ. 
Of which Body of Christ, and Flesh 
and Blood, if both Adam and Seth 
and Enoch and Noah and Abraham 
and Moses and David and ali the 
Prophets and holy men of God had 
not eaten, they had not had life in 
them: nor could their inward man 
have been nourished.’’—Vid. Propo- 
sition xiii. of the Apology, p. 449. ed. 
1736.] 
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that they still enjoyed the former. And it must be owned, SECT. 
that the Arminians and Socinians, and their predecessors (in s 
this point) Zuinglius and Cicolampadius, who wholly divided 
the Bread from the Body, chose for themselves the most con- 
temptible part, the poor, typical, figurative bread and wine ; 
and the Quakers, in taking their leavings (if they really had 
what they conceited themselves to have) got much the better 
of them. But what all ages and Christians before thought 
too mean and base to be the whole entertainment for pious 
souls at the Table of the Lord, that is, mere bread and wine, 
without either natural or spiritual Body and Blood joined to 
them or accompanying them, without any Divine grace or 
benediction shed on them by the Holy Ghost; these weak 
elements barely set apart for a pious use, our Arminians and 
Socinians have substituted, instead of the “ medicine of im- 
mortality,” ‘the sanctifying food,” “ the heavenly as well as 
earthly thing,” “ the spiritual nourishment,” “ the Divine sub- 
stance,” “ the tremendous mystery” of the ancients. Theydo 
not indeed deny the elements set apart for this use to be in 
some sense the Body and Blood; but the more you depress the 
mystery and degrade the dignity of the Eucharist, the less you 
make our Saviour’s words to signify,and the more flat and dead 
you affirm the types and symbols to be, the more orthodox you 
are in the opinion of these men. They do indeed agree with 
the ancient Church in many particulars, as in asserting, that 
Christ’s natural personal Body cannot be received; that there 
is but one Body of Christ in the Eucharist ; that the gross sub- 
stance of the Eucharistical Body is Bread: but they still make 
it Widds dptos, without any spiritual power, or real enlivening 
energy. They believe it to be made the Body of Christ by 
the will and action of the Minister and people rather than by 
the Divine agency of the Holy Spirit. 

I shall only, before I pass to another head of discourse, The consis- 
observe, that all the propositions hitherto laid down concern. "02% the 
ing the nature of the Eucharist, are fairly consistent with each conceming 
other; and to this end, I will again place them all together in tist. 
the reader’s view. 

1. The Body and Blood in the Sacrament are the Bread 
and Wine. 

2. The Body and Blood in the Sacrament, or the conse- 
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CHAP. crated Bread and Wine, are types of the natural Body and 





Blood of Christ. 

3. But they are not such cold and imperfect types as those 
before and under the Law. - 

4. Nay, they are the very Body and Blood, though not m 
substance, yet m spirit, power, and effect. 

If there be any appearing inconsistence in these proposi- 
tions, it is between the second and the fourth; the second 
affirms the Bread and Wine to be types; the fourth affirms 
them to be the very Body and Blood. And if by the very 
Body and Blood were meant the natural or substantial, it 
must be acknowledged that the inconsistence were too great 
to be reconciled by me. But since it is the Body and Blood 
in power and effect only, this seems to me to remove every 
thing that can look like contradiction. In this sense, an 
exemplification, made according to the statute, is itself the 
record; and every impressed broad seal is itself the origmal. 
For though it consist of a material very different from that 
of the impressor, yet the impressed wax carries as much au- 
thority with it, as the original seal itself could do. I will 
not say, that this or any other imaginable similitude does 
in all respects come up to the nature of the great thing I 
am speaking of. Nay, I am sure it falls a great way below 
It in several respects. An exemplification receives it’s valid- 
ity from a statute, or statutes, made by the legislative au- 
thority once for all; the broad seal is passed, and made ef- 
fectual by a minister of the law, that has little or perhaps 
no share in the legislative power; but the Eucharistical 
Bread and Wine are made the Body and Blood of Christ, 
not only by virtue of the institution and command of Christ, 
Who did once for all order It; not only by the ministry of 
a man, who is invested with authority to this purpose; but 
by a Divine act of the Holy Spirit, repeated as often as the 
Eucharist is duly celebrated. And it ought freely to be 
owned, that so Divine an Agent may render the Bread and 
Wine the Body and Blood, in such a manner, and in so 
superlative a sense, as cannot be expressed by the tongue 
or pen of man. Nay, I believe, it must in truth and justice 
be said, that the Bread and Wine are so the Body and Blood 
of Christ, as no one thing in nature, beside these, can be 
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said to be another. This was the belief of the ancient Church ; SEOn 
and this they thought to be such a mystery, as could never be ———— 
fathomed by human understanding. And though I am not 
sensible that they asserted any thing that contradicted the 
reason and sense of mankind; yet they always spake of It as 
a thing above our conceptions and capacities. I conclude 
therefore, that though the Eucharistical elements are not the 
substantial Body and Blood ; nay, they are the figurative and 
representative symbols of them ; yet they are somewhat more 
too; they are the mysterious Body and Blood of our ever- 
blessed Redeemer. By the mysterious Body and Blood, the 
reader will easily perceive, I mean neither substantial nor 
yet merely figurative, but the middle between these extremes, 
viz. the Bread and Wine made the Body and Blood of Christ, 
by the secret power of the Spirit; and apprehended to be so, 
not by our senses, but by our faith, directed and influenced 
by the same Holy Spirit ; and made the Body and Blood in 
such a manner as human reason cannot perfectly onniter 
hend. I proceed to shew, 

V. That the ancients laid great stress on the belief of this 
doctrine ; and to this purpose I shall observe, 

1. That they speak of this doctrine as a necessary point of Of the 
faith. Thus Theodoret", after he had in his dialogue made pie re 
Orthodoxus declare, what were the symbols of the Body and !#i4 0m the 


belief of 
Blood ; and after Orthodoxus had declared, that they were Christ’s 


“called the Body and Blood ;” introduces Eranistes urging Body in the 
Orthodoxus with this question, “ And do you believe, that cI 
you partake of the Body and Blood of Christ?” and Ortho- 

doxus answers, “so I believe.” In this age he is commonly 
thought orthodox enough, that confesses the Bread and 

Wine to be symbols; and he, who goes a little farther and 
familiarly styles them the Body and Blood, shall be rather 
thought to overdo; but even this was not then sufficient ; but 

the sound Christian must believe them to be the Body and 

Blood more than in name and bare resemblance. For Or- 
thodoxus adds, “ They are apprehended to be what they were 

made; and they are believed and venerated, as being what 

they are believed.” Epiphanius’s words are very remarkable! ; 

“Christ was pleased by grace to say, ‘This is My’ some- 
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CHAP, What, meaning ‘My Body, and no [Christian] man dis- 
ll. believes the Word, and he that believes not” (He may perhaps 





mean, that he who believes not ‘ misses of the grace and 
virtue’ of the Sacrament; the Greek will well bear this sense) 
‘is fallen from grace and salvation. We believe what we 
have heard, that It is His [Body].” .“ We do,” says Cyril of 
Jerusalem‘, “with full assurance partake of them, as of the 
Body and Blood of Christ :” and', “Regard them not, as mere 
Bread and Wine. For though your sense suggest this to 
you, yet let faith confirm you; determine not the matter by 
the taste, but be fully assured by faith, that you are un- 
doubtedly honoured with the Body and Blood of Christ.” 
I shall not accumulate authorities in a case so notorious; 
but only further observe upon these I have produced, that 
they speak of it as of a doctrine not easy and obvious, but 
such an article as is a trial of our faith; they speak of it, as 
a thing not only necessary to be believed, but which will not 
be believed but by a faith that is not governed by sense, by 
a faith that is peculiar to good Christians; whereas a Deist 
or an Atheist may believe, that Bread broken and Wine 
poured out were appointed by Jesus Christ to be symbols of 
His Body and Blood; even they that crucified Christ and 
charged Him with imposture might be satisfied by the 
testimony of Judas, that Christ did command His disciples 
to remember His death by these typical ceremonies; but 
none of these could or would believe, that the Bread and 
Wine was His Body and Blood, in the sense above men- 
tioned, as the primitive Christians did. And lest my reader 
should suspect, that this is a doctrine broached in the fourth 
century; let him consider the words of Irenzus, when, 
speaking of the heretics against whom he wrote, he asks™, 
« How they will be sure that the eucharistized Bread is His 
Body, the Wine His Blood, if they deny Him to be the Son 
of Him Who made the universe.” He supposes it to be 
an article of very considerable moment, of which Christians 
ought to be perfectly well convinced; and that Bread and 
Wine, created by a God that was not the Father of Jesus 
Christ, could never be made His Body and Blood. For it 
was incredible, that God should send His Spirit to sanctify 
k ec. p. 18, Ap. ''d, p. 19. Ap. 1. 8. m f, p. 5, Ap. 1. 17. 
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creatures that were not His own. In this the force of his SECT. 
argument consists, as he explains it afterward, by saying of : 
the Catholics, that they “agreeably declared a unity of the 
{Eucharistical] Flesh and the Spirit ;” and it has been before 
proved, that he judged the elements to be made the Body and 
Blood by a spiritual and Divine power; and this therefore 
was the doctrine, of which he would have Christians fully 
persuaded. This is the doctrine in which Christians were “ in- 
structed” in the time of Justin Martyr"; and they who dis- 
believed it are by St. Ignatius® branded with a particular 
mark of infamy. 

2. The primitive Church required an explicit belief of this, The primi- 


both from Clergy and people, as often as they administered ae sa 


or received the Communion. The known form of adminis- (Xplicit be- 
tering the Eucharist, in the Christian Church of the first 
ages, was thus. The Bishop or Priest, who distributed the 
Bread, holding the symbol out to the receiver, said, “the 
Body of Christ.” The Deacon or Priest, holding out the 
Cup, said, “the Blood of Christ ;” to both of which the re- 
ceiver answered “Amen.” Of this we have abundant evi- 
dence. Tertullian, speaking of those who went to the theatre 
to see prizes fought, cries out?, “ What a thing is this, that 
you should give applause to a gladiator from that very mouth, 
with which you have pronounced ‘Amen’ over the Holy of 
the Lord!” that is, over the offered Body and Blood. Cor- 
nelius Bishop of Rome, in the History of Eusebius, informs 
us, that Novatus swore them that communicated with him 
never to return to their Bishop4, “and when he had made 
the oblation, and distributed his share to every one, instead 
of saying ‘Amen,’ he that received answered, ‘I will not re- 
turn to Cornelius”” Cyril of Jerusalem, giving directions — 
for the reverent receiving the Communion, charges every 
one’ “to pronounce ‘Amen’ both over the Body—and the 
Cup.” ‘ With what conscience,” says St. Jerome’, “shall I 
come to the Eucharist of the Lord, and answer ‘Amen,’ when 
I doubt of the charity of him that holds it out to me?” I[ 
might produce citations from St. Augustine and other Fathers 
to the same purpose, but because I suppose this to be a truth 
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that none will dispute with me, I will only mention that of 


——— 8t. Ambrose'; “ Christ Himself calls It His Blood. Before 
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cants. 


consecration It goes by another name; after consecration it 
is styled His Blood: thou answerest ‘Amen;’ this is true. 
Let your mind consent to what your mouth pronounces.” 
By this last authority it is evident, that this “ Amen” was 
not supposed to be optative or precatory, but affirmative ; 
and it has, and will appear, that the ancients believed that 
the Bread and Wine became the Body and Blood by and 
upon the consecration ; and that therefore it is not reconcile- 
able to their opinion to suppose, that there was any occasion 
after that to pray that it might be made the Body and Blood; 
and the words used by them who administered were, as has 
been said, “the Body of Christ, the Blood of Christ,”—(to 
which the Constitution Liturgy adds, ‘the Cup of Life”?)— 
and these words imply no wish or prayer, but express the 
belief of the Church and of the administrator, that what 
was now distributed was the Body or Blood. There was no 
article inserted into any creed relating to the Eucharist ; and 
the reason is very obvious, namely, that creeds were forms 
of Faith to be taught the catechumens in order to their Bap- 
tism; but the doctrine of the Eucharist was never delivered 
to any in the primitive Church, until after Baptism and con- 
firmation. Therefore this article was peculiar to the initiated 
or communicants, and they professed it as often as they ap- 
proached to the Lord’s Table. And this leads me to ob- 
serve, 

Thirdly, that the primitive Church did mdustriously con- 
ceal the matter and the manner of celebrating the Eucharist 
from all that had not a right actually to partake of it. This 
is by all acknowledged to have been the general practice of 
the ancient Church, and therefore I shall not spend time in 
proving it. The use which I at present make of it is, to ob- 
serve to my reader, that they looked upon this doctrine as 
one of those pearls which were not to be thrown to swine, 
and indeed as the principal of them; for this was the last 
secret which was communicated to converts. The whole 
creed was taught the catechumens for some time before 
they were baptized; but this was the “hidden manna, the 
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wisdom of God in a mystery,” which they never speak of SECT. 





in words at length, but to the ‘perfect’ only. The other 2 
heads of Christian Faith the Fathers treated of freely and 
apertly, in their homilies or sermons to the catechumens as 
well as the faithful; but the doctrine of the Sacraments, 
especially the Eucharist, they reserved for them only, whom 
they thought fit to receive them. The reasons they had for 
the concealment of these mysteries were, in sum, to shew 
the great esteem they had of them, and which they by this 
means endeavoured to imprint upon all that were admitted 
to the knowledge and enjoyment of them; and at the same 
time to guard, and, if possible, to secure these holy institu- 
tions from the flouts and objections of Jews and Heathen 
and of all whom they thought too light and frothy to be 
entrusted with things so very weighty and serious and yet 
of so peculiar a nature, that there was nothing in the world 
that could im all respects be compared to them. For they 
justly believed, that the Sacraments were consecrated by the 
Holy Ghost, and that therefore a Divine power went along 
with them; which was reason enough why they should set 
the highest value upon them, and desire that others should 
_ do so too: and yet they knew the visible signs of these Sa- 
craments to be ‘beggarly elements, things in their own 
nature very cheap and common; and they might without 
the gift of prophecy easily foresee, that the enemies of Chris- 
tianity would always be ringing in the ears of all that were 
well affected to Christianity, (as the Deists and Quakers are 
perpetually labouring to persuade our people,) that there can 
be no such effects of Water, Bread, and Wine, as Priests of 
the Christian Church would have them believe. And there 
is one thing peculiar to the Eucharist, which made it more 
liable to the scoffs of Anti-christian spirits, than any other 
part of our religion ; which is, that the Bread and Wine were 
believed to be the very Body and Blood of Christ : no wonder, 
if they were much upon the reserve in this point; since all 
must be sensible, that nothing in the Christian theology 
could have afforded more agreeable entertainment to the 
drolls and buffoons of the age; for whatsoever is most ex- 
traordinary and elevated above the condition of other things; = - 
which seem to be of the same sort, lies most exposed to 
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CHAP. profane wit and mirth, when that which gives it it’s worth 
and excellency can only be believed and not seen. And 
no doubt but Tertullian spoke the sense of all the learned 
Fathers of his own and of the succeeding times, in those ob- 
servable words, ‘There is nothing does so much harden the 
minds of men as the simplicity of the Divine ministrations, 
which is seen in the [outward] action; and the magnificence, 
as to [their] efficacy, which is promised [to us*.]” If the 
ancient Church had had no other notion of the Eucharist 
but that which now prevails among too many, that it is only 
a refreshing of our memory, and a symbol of love, ora federal 
rite ; I can see no occasion why they should set such a guard 
about it, and use such a solicitous caution against exposing 
it to the eyes or ears of the profaners. The heathen phi- 
losophers and the Jewish Rabbies could scarce sink it lower 
than the Arminians and Socinians have done of late. And 
the candid Pliny gives as gentleman-like an account of it, in 
his letter to Trajan the Emperor, as some that go for Chris- 
tian Divines in these latter ages: I am sensible that the 
ancient Fathers have been damned for Priest-craft upon the 
score of their drawing a vail before the Christian mysteries ; 
for it is by our sciolists represented as Popery, to hide mys- 
teries from the eyes of others. But now I am apt to think, that 
if the Papists affected only to conceal their Sacraments from 
the sight and knowledge of bigoted Jews, Turks, or Heathens, 
who were ready to profane, or however to loath or despise 
them; no man, that has a due regard for those holy institu- 
tions, would think them culpable on this account. The fault | 
of the ruling part of the Church of Rome is not, that they | 
keep their own people from the sight or knowledge of the 
Sacraments, for this they do not; but that they use a great 
deal of art and severity, in restraining their laity from look- 
ing into the Bible and other books, by which they might be 
informed of the errors of that Church, in things relating to 
the Sacrament and other heads of Christianity. The primi- 
tive Church not only permitted, but exhorted the laity to 
read the Scriptures; and took great care to instruct and 
train up all the people in the knowledge of the Hucharist 
and all other saving doctrines of Christianity ; and withheld 
" See the Latin in the title-page. 
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their mysteries from none, but such as they had good reason § eee. 
to believe would scorn and deride rather than believe or make 
a proper use of them. The catechumens were a sort of people 
in a middle state, candidates or probationers only for Chris- 
tianity ; and as soon as the governors of the Church were 
satisfied, that they were fixed and settled in the belief of the 
general doctrines of the Gospel, such as were frequently read 
to them out of Scripture and explained in the sermons or 
homilies of the pastors; they were at their own request bap- 
tized, and so forthwith let into all the mysteries of religion ; 
and I wish with all my heart, that they, who make the Bread 
and Wine to be mere symbols empty of all Dive grace, 
may not pour contempt on this doctrine of the Eucharist, as 
it was received in the primitive Church ; and thereby give us 
a fresh proof, that the ancients were obliged, in common pru- 
dence, to conceal the nature of this mystery from all that 
were not initiated; and so at the same time justify the 
ancient F'athers, and condemn themselves. For if they, who 
would now be thought best to understand Christianity, and 
[who] despise the ancients, as men that were not such critics 
in languages as themselves, shall reject these notions of the 
Eucharist as vain and groundless, which the Fathers with 
good reason thought they had learned from our Saviour and 
His Apostles ; how much more may it be supposed, that they 
would do the same, who had been born and bred Jews and 
Heathens, and’ that were blinded with violent prejudices 
against Christianity itself? However, that awe and reverence 
with which the ancients treated the holy Eucharist; and the 
care they took that their converts should do so too, is an un- 
exceptionable proof, that they looked upon It as the most holy 
and venerable institution of the Christian Church, as a spiri- 
tual mystery not to be divulged to any until they had given 
sufficient proof of their integrity. I proceed to consider, 

VI. By what means the Bread and Wine in the Eucharist By what 
were by the ancients believed to be made the Body and Blood pea 
of Christ, the substance of Bread and Wine yet remaining. Pred vas 


Now I have already proved, that the Holy Ghost was, by the be made 

i hel oe : the Body 
vote of antiquity, the principal immediate cause of the Bread of Christ. 
and Wine’s becoming the Body and Blood. It now remains 


only that I shew, that the subordinate or mediate cause of it 
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is, 1. The reciting the words of institution. 2. The oblation 


~———— of the symbols. 3. The prayer of invocation. All these three 


By the 
words of 
institution. 


did, in the ancient Liturgies, immediately follow each other, in 
the order that I have mentioned them ; and each of them was 
believed to contribute toward the consecration of the elements 
into the Body and Blood. 

1. As to the words of institution, what St. Chrysostom says 
is very observable*, “ The Priest fulfilling his office stands pro- 
nouncing those words, but the power and grace is of God; 
that Word, ‘This is My Body,’ &c. changes the [gifts] laid in 
open view; and as the Word that says, ‘Increase and multiply,’ 
was but once pronounced, but is actually operative on our 
nature throughout all ages for the procreation of children ; 
so that Voice once pronounced has it’s effects on the prepared 
Sacrifice, on every Table of the Churches, from that time to this, 
and until His own Advent.” St. Augustine attributes much 
to these words, when he says’, “ Before the words of Christ, 
what is offered is called Bread ; after the words of Christ have 
been pronounced, It is no longer called Bread, but the Body.” 
And I suppose what he says, at another place, is to be under- 
stood of the Eucharist aswell as of Baptism, viz. “ The Word 
is added to the element, and it becomes a Sacrament.” St. 
Ambrose speaks to the same purpose, “This Bread Christ 
gave to His Apostles to divide among the multitude of be- 
lievers, and gives it us this day, which the Priest himself con- 
secrates with His words ;” and “ Christ is manifestly declared 
to offer by us, and His word consecrates the Sacrifice which 
is offered.”” Some may suppose, that these words of St. Augus- 
tine and St. Ambrose are meant of the Lord’s Prayer; espe- 
cially because St. Augustine himself says‘, that ‘ almost every 
Church used that Prayer, at the conclusion of the consecra- 
tion ;’ and St. Jerome? gives us an intimation of the same 
practice ; but since no truly ancient writer attributes any such 
power to that Prayer in express words, as they do to those of 
the institution, therefore I think it most rational to under- 
stand these Fathers in the sense before mentioned. I am 
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sensible Gregory the Great is often cited for saying, Apostolis SECT. 
in more fuisse, ut ad ipsam solummodo Orationem Dominicam * 
oblationis Hostiam consecrarent®, that is, “It was the practice 
of the Apostles to consecrate the oblation, by saying the Lord’s 
Prayer only ;” but I cannot think, that a writer of the latter 
end of the sixth century is a competent witness to establish a 
fact of this moment, when destitute of all testimony of the 
earlier ages. Gregory Nyssen expressly attributes the conse- 
eration or change‘ to ‘the Word of God; and presently inti- 
mates, that by the Word of God he means ‘ This is My Body.’ 
Origen seems to mean the same in saying®’, that “not the 
Bread, but the Word spoken over it, is profitable ;’ and I must 
confess I cannot but take Irenzeus in the same sense, in those 
words of his", “ when the Bread and Cup receive the Word of 
God, they are made the Eucharist.” I am sensible the excel- 
lent Dr. Grabe is willing by ‘the Word of God’ to understand 
the Divine Word or power: and that may be imported too in 
St. Irenzeus’s expression, for he might justly suppose, that 
those words of Christ carried Divine power with them; but I 
think it most natural to understand him as primarily mean- 
ing the Word spoken. And it is very evident to any one that 
looks into the ancient Liturgies, that the consecration begins 
by the Priest’s pronouncing the words of institution, is con- 
tinued by the solemn act of oblation, and finished by the in- 
vocation of the Holy Ghost. The Church of Rome attributes 
the consecration wholly to the words of institution ; the Greek 
Church wholly to the prayer of invocation; but I conceive 
the ancients did not attribute the consecration to any one of 
these actions in such a manner as to exclude the other; nay, 
further, 

2. They thought the oblation of the symbols necessary in Oblation 


tribut 
order to obtain a perfect consecration of them. To this pur- {othe con. 


pose St. Ambrose! speaks of “ =e the Body to be changed Saag of 
or transfigured on the Altars.” He calls It “the Body;” and ments. 


yet supposes It to be offered, in order to receive a further 


iets 


e [The passage in St. Gregory runs 


p- 276. ed. Par. 1619. ] 
thus: “ Orationem vero Dominicam f 
& 
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. 23, 24. Ap. 1. 29. 
idcirco mox post precem dicimus: quia 
mos Apostolorum fuit, ut ad ipsam 

*  solummodo Orationem oblationis Hos- 
tiam consecrarent.’’—Tom. iv. Ep, 64. 
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Cn Ae. change or consecration. ‘To this purpose it is very observable, 
—— that in the Liturgy of St. Basil, the Priest, after having pro- 
nounced the words of institution, offers the Bread and Wine 
under the name of* “antitypes of the Body and Blood of 
Christ ;” and after this, prays for the Holy Spirit to “come 
down and bless the gifts, and make! the Bread the Body, the 
Wine the Blood of Christ.” This for ever confounds the 
doctrine of the Church of Rome, which asserts the elements 
to be transubstantiated by the words of institution ; and rather 
inclines one to believe, that the ancients thought the elements 
to be made the symbols or representatives of the mere mate- 
rial dead body and effused blood of Christ, by the authority 
of the words of institution; but that in order to render them 
the spiritual life-giving Body and Blood of our Saviour, it was 
further necessary, that they should be offered to God and 
accepted by Him; and that He thereupon should cause the 
Holy Spirit, at the request of Priest and people, to give them 
the finishing consecration. It is certain, that the judicious 
and pious Fathers of the Constantinopolitan Council so often 
mentioned did not think that the symbols were entirely con- 
secrated at one instant, as appears by those words of theirs™, 
“The Eucharist becomes a Divine Body by means of the Priest, 
who makes the oblation in it’s passage from being common 
to become holy.” They clearly suppose a gradual process in 
the consecration; and that during this process, viz. between 
the words of institution and the prayer of invocation, the 
Priest makes the oblation; whether their words imply, that 
the oblation of itself does promote the consecration, I 
leave to my reader’s judgment. And if these Fathers did 
not mean so much in these words, yet there can be no 
doubt of the thing itself, if it be considered, that the 
Fathers of the third century, St. Cyprian and Dionysius 
of Alexandria, call the Eucharistical elements, “the holy 
and most holy things of the Lord; the former in several 
places", the latter in his second canon; and so does Tertul- 
lian®, who was their senior. For it is known that this 
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_ sin-offering; and the reason of their being so styled was, 


SECT. 
I. 


that they had been solemnly offered to God. And I have —_~—~— 


before shewed, that benedictions were of old passed upon men 
by offering sacrifice in their behalf; and it is evident that 
sacrifices were the chief medium, by which Aaron and his 
sons were themselves consecrated to the priest’s office; by 
which I suppose it is evident, that the matter of sacrifices 
was always looked upon, not only to be itself holy, but to be 
a means of transferring holiness to others; to which purpose 
also see Levit. vi. 27. Now whatever can communicate sanct- 
ity of any sort to others must be supposed to have sanctity 
itself in a more perfect and plentiful manner. No wonder 
therefore, if the ancient Church thought it necessary, that 
the Bread and Wine, the symbols of Christ’s Body and Blood, 
should be offered to God, in order to make them capable of 
the highest. degree of sanctification that such creatures are 
capable of; and therefore all the ancient Liturgies direct the 
Priest first to make the oblation, then to pray for the descent 
of the Holy Spirit, or the Divine benediction, which last is 
the usual expression of the Latin Liturgies: and they all 
agree in begging of God “ to look graciously on the gifts,” 
and to vouchsafe the Spirit, or heavenly blessing, as the 
effect of His accepting the oblation. So that the Eucharist 
was supposed to acquire some degree of sanctification by 
bemg presented to God; not only by reason that the very 
offering it to God was a consecration of it, but because by 
being offered to God and accepted by Him it was thought 
to be prepared and qualified for the most eximious degree of 
sanctification, that can be communicated to bread and wine?. 
I shall on this head further mention the words of Irenzeus?; 
* We offer to God, as sanctifying the creatures ;” which suf- 
ficiently shews his opinion, that the symbols received some 
degree of sanctification by being made an oblation. And 
when St. Ignatius’ calls the Eucharist ‘the Bread of God,” 
he not only intimates that it was offered to God, but that by 
being offered it was consecrated; for whatever was of old 
styled “the Bread of God” was thought to be holy, and to 


p “‘And indeed, by the law of Moses, ner presented to God.’ [1st ed.] 
nothing could be made the most holy, 2 f, p. 5, 6. Ap. 1, 32. 
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had been first in the most solemn man- 
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become holy, by being offered to the Almighty. We meet with 
this phrase, Lev. xxi. 6, where the priests are charged not to 
profane themselves, because “ they offer the bread of their 
God.” And again, ver. 7,8, “The priest is holy unto God; 
for he offereth the bread of Thy God.” And it is said to 
Aaron, ver. 17, “ Whosoever he be of thy seed, that hatha 
blemish, let him not approach to offer the bread of His God.” 
And ver. 21, “He hath a blemish, he shall not come near 


to offer the bread of His God.” From these places it is 


evident to a demonstration, that what is called “the bread 
of God” was somewhat solemnly offered by the priest; and 


what part of the sacrifice was particularly distinguished by 


this name, you may learn, Lev. iii. 11, for there it is said of 
the two kidneys, the fat, and caul, taken from the beast 
sacrificed for a peace-offering, that “the priest shall burn it 
on the altar; it is the bread of the offering made by fire 
unto the Lord.” It is evident then, that that portion of the 
sacrifice which was burnt on the altar was particularly dis- 
tinguished by this name of ‘the bread of God.’ (Our English 
translators turn ond ‘ food,’ in the place last mentioned, but 
‘bread’ in the other places.) And the very same thing is 
meant by the bread of God, Lev. xxii. 25, where the priest 
is forbid “to offer the bread of God from the hands of a 
stranger ;” but in the twenty-second verse of the twenty-first 
chapter, it is taken in so large a sense, as to include that part 
of the sacrifice for sin and the peace-offerings, which were 
reserved to be eaten by the priest. For it is there said of the 
priest that had a blemish, that “he shall eat of the bread of 
His God, both of the most holy, and the holy.” By the 
“most holy” is meant, the priest’s part of the sin-offering ; 


by “the holy,” the priest’s part of the peace-offering. The - 


conclusion therefore is unavoidable, that when St. Ignatius 
calls the Eucharist “the Bread of God,’ he means some 
material thing offered to God, and sanctified or consecrated 
by means of that oblation. I now proceed to prove, . 

3. That the ancients believed the consecration of the ele- 
ments was finished by means of the prayer of invocation. And 
since I have already made it appear, that it is the Holy Spirit, 
Which consecrates the gifts, and makes the true life-giving 
Body of Christ ; and that in the primitive Church, the prayer 
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_ for the descent of the Spirit to render the Bread the Body of SE Ais 

Christ comes after the words of institution and the commemo- ————— 
rative oblation, therefore the thing is in effect proved already ; 
for if the elements were by either or both the former means 
fully consecrated, what occasion to invoke the Holy Spirit for 
the further consecration of them? ‘They are indeed by the 
words of institution deputed to represent the crucified Body 
and effused Blood of Christ, and as such are offered to God; 
but this Body of Christ is not quickened by the supervening 
power of the Spirit of God, before That Spirit is by prayer 
invited to consummate the holy mysteries ; but I will further 
(because it seems to me a matter of considerable moment) 
shew, that it was the current opinion of the ancients, that it 
was by this prayer of consecration that the elements were 
finally and completely consecrated. Now the words of Theo- 
doret, in his second Dialogue, are very home to this purpose’ ; 
“What do you call the gift” (says Eranistes) ‘ before the in- 
vocation of the Priest?” Orthodoxus answers, “‘ Food made 
of such and such grains.” Eranistes, “‘ How do we call the 
other symbol?” Orthodoxus, “A certain liquor,” &c. Eranist., 
“ How do you call them after consecration?” Orthod., “ The 
Body and Blood of Christ.” It is observable, that the Cle- 
mentine Constitutions, in the commemorative oblation, calls 
what is offered‘, “The Bread and Cup;” not that they did 
not look upon them to be the representative Body and Blood, 
but because they deemed them to be made the Body and 
Blood in a more exalted sense after the prayer of invocation 
had been made. Theodoret in this very Dialogue ® says, ‘‘ The 
mystical symbols offered by the Priests are the mystical 
symbols of the Body and Blood.” And at another place*, 
“The Church offers the symbols of His Body and Blood.” 
Victor Antiochenus says’, “ After the benediction is added 
to the Bread and Cup, by the symbols of Bread men par- 
take of the Body, by the Cup, of the Blood of Christ.” Chry- 
sostom’ attributes the “consummation of the mysteries to 
the invocation of the Holy Spirit.” And®, “ When the Priest 
stands before the Table, stretching out his hands to heaven, 
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CHAP. invocating the Holy Spirit that He would come and give the 
— contact, then all is whist», &c. but when the Holy Spirit sheds 





His grace,” &c. He supposes that the contact is not vouch- 
safed, until after the prayer of consecration is ended. Again‘, 
“The Priest stands, bringing down not fire but the Holy 
Ghost; and makes an ample supplication, not that a torch 
let down from above may consume the [gifts] laid in open 
view, but that grace, lighting on the Sacrifice, may by that 
[Sacrifice] inflame the hearts ofall.” St. Augustine supposes‘, 
“The prayers properly so called (apocevyai, he is speak- 
ing of 1 Tim. i. 1.) to be made at the consecration of the 
Bread, and in preparing it for the distribution ;” and more 
directly*, “We call That only the Body and Blood of Christ, 
Which is consecrated by a mystic prayer,’ &c. St. Ambrose 
says‘, that “the sacred things are changed into the Flesh 
and Blood of Christ by a mystic prayer.” Nays, that “the 
nature of the elements is changed by the benediction.” 
Ephrem Syrus® represents Priests bowing down before the 
lofty Throne,—“ praying that the Holy Spirit. may descend, 
and consecrate the gifts placed in open view.” ‘ Which of 
the saints,” says Basil the Great’, “ hath left us in writing the 
form of invocation, at the consecrating* the Bread of the 
Eucharist and the Cup of eulogy ?”. Optatus’s quo postulatus 
descendit Spiritus has been mentioned before, and so need 
only be hinted here. Cyril of Jerusalem has been already pro- 
duced, as mentioning a prayer’, in which God was beseeched 
to “send His Holy Spirit to make the Bread the Body,” &e. 
Again, he tells us™, “ Before the invocation of the adored 
Trinity, it was mere bread and wine; but the invocation 
once made, the Bread becomes the Body of Christ, the Wine — 
the Blood.” And®, “The Bread of the Eucharist, after the in- 
vocation of the Holy Spirit, is not mere bread, but the Body ; 
of Christ.” Origen® gives us his opinion, that “the loaves | 
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are made a certain Holy Body by prayer.” He does not say 


SECT. 
bE 


the Body of Christ; because he was speaking to heathen, ——~— 


And again?, “ That the sanctified Bread is profitable, accord- 
ing to the prayer made over it.” And Ireneus4, “ The earthly 
bread receiving the invocation is no longer common bread, 
but the Eucharist, consisting of two things, an earthly and 
heavenly.” These two last mentioned were before produced 
to prove the words of the institution, and so were St. Chry- 
sostom, St. Augustine, and others; and I will here add, that 
Gregory Nyssen' and some others do apply to the Eucharist 
those words of the Apostle, “It is sanctified by the Word of 
God and prayer ;” which makes it evident, that the ancients 
did not think it any way inconsistent to say, that the Eucha- 
rist was consecrated, both by one means and the other; nay, 
that they thought both of them necessary to this purpose. 
St. Justin Martyr is very express‘, “that the food is eucha-. 
ristized by prayer, and becomes the Body and Blood of the 
incarnate Jesus.” St. Ignatius makes mention of this prayer, 
though he does not expressly take notice of it’s being’ designed 
for the consecration ; for he says, the heretics he spake oft 
“abstained from the Eucharist and prayer, because they did 
not acknowledge the Eucharist to be the Body of Christ 
Jesus.” The reason given why they abstained from prayer 
is the same with that, for which they abstained from the Eu- 
cherist, viz. because they did not believe it to be the Body 
of Christ; now this is no reason at all, why they should 
abstain from all prayer; for I suppose there is no manner 
of dependence or connexion between the duty of prayer in 
general, and the real Body of Christ.. Nor can it be con- 
ceived, how they could argue against the use of all prayer 
whatsoever, though it were granted them, that Christ had 
no Body, but only in appearance; but this opinion of theirs 
was a very good reason, why they should abstain: from the 
prayer of consecration used in the Church, because that 
prayer was formed upon these two certain truths, that Christ 
had a real Body, which was born of the blessed Virgin and 
suffered under Pontius Pilate, and that the Bread in the 
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Sacrament was That Body in power and effect; and in such 
a prayer they could not indeed sincerely jom; and therefore 
of such a prayer must these words be understood. The 
learned Cotelerius, in his note on these words", observes, 
that by prayer is meant that of consecration; and cites the 
words of St. Jerome, ad Evagrium*, 85, where speaking of 
Priests, he says, “at their prayers the Body and Blood of 
Christ are perfectly consecrated,” (conficitur is the Latin 
word) ; they were before symbols, by this means they become 
the true spiritual Body and Blood ; and as the whole is some- 
times denominated from one part, so he shews that by ‘the 
prayer’ is sometimes understood the whole Eucharistical office ; 
as at other places, the word ‘Sacrifice’ or ‘oblation’ carries the 
same signification. He supposes, that by “the prayers of the 
Sacrifices,” mentioned by Tertullian’, we are chiefly to under- 
stand this of consecration; and I may add, that when the 
seventh alias tenth? Apostolical Canon* censures those who 
come to church but “do not stay for the Communion and 
prayers,’ we are to take those words in the same sense that 
we do St. Ignatius’s Eucharist and prayer. And it is obsery- 
able, that even heretics, when they invented new schemes of 
worship, and erected new Altars, did also form new prayers 
of consecration ; as appears from those words of St. Cyprian, 
“The enemy of the Altar, the rebel against the Sacrifice of 
Christ, dares to constitute another Altar, and offer another 
prayer with an unlicensed mouth ;” and so Irenzeus* repre- 
sents Marcus as “spinning out a prayer of invocation to a 
great length,” in order to procure the charis to descend on 
his Eucharistical Cup. And indeed Ignatius seems to explain 
what he means by prayer in the place now cited, by what he 
says elsewhere ; for immediately after those words‘, “If any 
one be not within the Altar-place, he is deprived of the Bread 
of God;” he adds, “If the prayer of one or two have so great 
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force, how much more the prayer of the Bishop and the whole s ECT. 
Church?” for these words seem to import, that the efficacy — 
of the Eucharist, which he calls “the Bread of God,” is ina 
great measure to be attributed to the prayer of consecration : 
so that few truths are better supported from antiquity than 
this. And when our Saviour is said by the Evangelists to 
have blessed or eucharistized the Bread and Cup, it probably 
implies that He did address Himself to His Divine Father, 
that the Sacrifice now offered by Him might be replenished 
with such inward energy, as was necessary for the ends to 
which It was intended. At another place this word evyapicreiv 
is used, to denote our Saviour’s working a very great miracle 
in nature, I mean, His multiplying the loaves, see John vi. 
11. 28; and though I do not see any reason to believe, that 
either Jesus Christ in the first Eucharist, or His Apostles, or 
other Ministers afterward, did exert any miraculous power in 
consecrating the Sacrament; yet it must be asserted, that all 
the actings of the Spirit are preternatural, whether these act- 
ings do affectimmaterial or material things. Andwhen St. Paul 
speaks of “the Cup of blessing which we bless,” as it is evi- 
dent beyond dispute, that he means the Cup in the Eucha- 
rist ; so neither is it less plain in itself, that the Apostle sup- 
poses, that there was a Divine benediction imparted to it, and 
that this benediction was procured by what we now call a 
prayer of consecration; for to suppose, that the Cup was 
blessed by no other means than by giving thanks over it, or 
by making an acknowledgment to God for the benefit of His 
material creatures, is neither consistent with the gramma- 
tical construction of the words, nor with the sentiments of 
the ancients just now laid before the reader; so that in this, 
as well as in other particulars, there is an admirable harmony 
between the words of the Apostle and the primitive Church. 
And it is evident, that the ancients promiscuously use the 
word Eucharist and Kulogy. St. Irenzeus® instead of saying 
the Cup of EHulogy or blessing, when he cites the words of 
the Apostle St. Paul in the tenth chapter of 1 Cor. ver. 18, 
says, “the Cup of Eucharist ;” and St. Cyril of Alexandria 
and Gregory Nyssen do familiarly use Eulogy for the Sacra- 
mental Body. I am sensible some of the Church of Rome 
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CHAP. would persuade us, that this prayer in the ancient Greek 
—— Liturgies for the descent of the Holy Ghost, and in most of 
the Latin Liturgies for the Divine benediction, imports no 

more than a request to God, that the Body of Christ and 

the Blood of Christ in the Eucharist may be truly so to the 
receivers, and that they may take Them to their salvation, 

and not their condemnation; and therefore they so para- 

phrase them, as if the construction were, “make them the 

Body and the Blood of Christ [to us] ;” but these last words 

are in none of the ancient Liturgies, and this is only a gloss 

of theirs, without any foundation in the Liturgies them- 

selves. The Clementine Liturgy prays for the Holy Ghost‘ 

“to make the Bread the Body of Christ,” and this after the 

words of institution and commemorative oblation ; which can 

never be reconciled to the present doctrine of the Church of 

Rome, which supposes the change wrought by these words, 

“This is My Body, This is My Blood ;” and is an undeniable 

proof, that the composer of this Liturgy did not believe, that 

the Eucharistical symbols were fully consecrated before this 

prayer was uttered; and the same may be said of St. James’s 
Liturgy’, St. Mark’s", St. Basil’s', and St. Chrysostom’s§, as 

the reader may see in the Appendix. 

Oblation There is one thing, of which I cannot advertise my reader 
acl ck a more seasonably than in this place; namely, that though the 
oe solemn oblation begins in all the Liturgies after the words 
of institution, and before the [invocation of the] Holy Spirit 

or the Divine benediction; yet the sacrificial service is not 

ended until after the consecration. For it is to be observed, 

that the Clementine Liturgy', St. James’s™, St. Chrysos- 

tom’s", St. Peter’s®, St. Gregory’s?, contain a prayer for 

the acceptance of the Sacrifice; and particularly, that it 

“may be received up to the heavenly Altar,” after the con- 
secration is fully ended: and the most solemn propitiations, 
intercessions, reconciliations for the whole Church, for all 

orders and degrees of men, for all the most desirable graces 

and favours, follow after the consecration, in the Clementine 
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Liturgy’. And these no doubt were esteemed a considerable SEC Tr 
part of the sacrificial service ; and these were performed, after 
the symbols had been made the spiritual Body and Blood, in 
the most perfect and complete manner that it was possible 
for one thing, it’s substance remaining, to become another. 
It was the Eucharistical Body and Blood, Which were the 
gifts or Sacrifice, Which they desired might be assumed up 
to the Altar in heaven, in the same sense that Cornelius’s The Altar 
alms, Acts x., “came up for a memorial before God ;” and ‘™*’™ 
that the sacrifice of Melchisedec and Abel (which were 
certainly material) had the same honour vouchsafed to them : 
these last are particularly mentioned in the Liturgy of St. 
Peter’, [and of] St. Gregory’. And these propitiations, or 
whatever other name the reader is pleased to give them, are 
found in all the Liturgies; as the reader, who has opportunity 
of inspecting the Liturgies themselves, may satisfy himself; 
but they were too long to be transcribed. Now we cannot in 
reason say, that this latter part of the sacrificial service is to 
be distinguished from the former, so as to make two several 
oblations; no more than the sprinkling the blood, and burn- 
ing the flesh of the same animal, under the Law, made the 
one animal to be two. It may be justly said, that the whole 
animal was in some measure consecrated to God, by having 
it’s blood sprinkled on the altar; but in a more perfect 
manner still, by being in whole or in part laid on the fire; 
for by this means it became “the bread” or meat “ of God,” 
in the Levitical language; and the reader will not want a 
mystagogue to help him in applying this to the Sacrifice of 
the Eucharist. 

There are two considerable inferences, which follow from 
what we have been proving. The first is, that the Eucharist 
was by the ancients believed to be made the Body and Blood 
of Christ, not by the faith of the receiver or communicant, 
but the power of the Holy Ghost, or Divine benediction, im- 
_ parted to it by means of the invocation: the other is, that 
the primitive Christians expected to receive no other Body 
and Blood, but the Bread and Wine thus sanctified. 

1. It is evident that they believed the Eucharist to be The faith of 
made the Body and Blood, not by the faith of the communi- *°<°"" 


municant 
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CH A P. cant, but by the power of the Holy Ghost, or Divine bene- 
= a diction, imparted to it by means of the invocation: (I mean 
make the perfectly and finally imparted by this means, not exclusively 
Boy.’ Of the words of institution and the oblation.) And this I sup- 

pose fully appears from those authorities above cited; and if 
any doubt of it, I must desire him to give himself the leisure 
of reviewing the passages produced, to shew that the ancients 
esteemed the symbols to be made the Body and Blood by 
the supervening energy of .the Spirit ; and those under the 
last head, which prove that they thought the words of insti- 
tution, the oblation, and invocation, to be effectual for ren- 
dering the elements the spiritual mysterious Body and Blood. 
And this further appears from their way of distributing the 
Communion, which has before been mentioned. The adminis- 
trator affirms what he gives to be the Body or Blood, without 
any certain knowledge whether the receiver had faith or not; 
the receiver answers ‘ Amen,’ and by this gives his assent and 
consent to the affirmation of the administrator, before he 
had actually received what was held forth to him. And in- 
deed, if the Eucharist were not the Body and Blood before 
distribution, it could not be made so by any post-fact of the 
communicants ; for faith can give existence to nothing, can- 
Reserva- not alter the nature of things. But I apprehend that this 
ot seh may be further proved from the practice of the primitive 
proves that Church, in reserving some part of the Eucharistical Bread 


the ancients 


ghia and Wine; for this proves not only that they thought it the 
eration to Body and Blood, without any respect to the faith of the 
beperma- yeceiver, but that its consecration was permanent, and re- 
mained after the holy action was at an end. What was not 
received by any at the Holy Table could not there be made 
the Body and Blood by the faith of the communicant ; and yet 
if they did not believe it to be the Body and Blood, for what 
purpose should they reserve it? That the holy Eucharist 
was reserved in the Church or in the Bishop’s house, is a 
thing so well known, that I see no occasion to repeat what 
others have said; but St. Basil affords us an ample testimony 
that the Eucharist was reserved in some places, even by the 
laity ; and that it was as effectually the Eucharist, as if it had 
been really received at the Altar. These are his wards', “In 
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Alexandria and in Egypt, every one of the laity has the Com- SE BF 
munion in his own house; for when the Priest has consum- 
mated the Sacrifice, and distributed It, he that takes It ought 
in reason to believe, that he so partakes and receives It, as 
that he partakes of the whole together in every part from 
him who distributed It.” We have heard Tertullian" already 
advising the laymen in one case to this practice. And he 
has another remarkable passage to this purpose in lib. ii. ad 
uxorem, where he tells a Christian woman, that if she had a 
heathen for her husband, he would not know “ what It was 
that she tasted privately before any other victuals, and if he 
know that It is bread, yet he will not believe It to be what 
It is called*.” Which words, though they are in other re- 
spects dark, for which reason I have not made use of them 
under any other head of my discourse; yet I think it very 
evident that even women in Africa were permitted to reserve 
the Eucharist in their houses, and to receive at home at dis- 
cretion, in Tertullian’s time. Nay, we are certain that this 
practice was much more ancient than Tertullian, at least as 
to the Bishop’s reserving some portions of It. For St. Ive- 
nzeus, in his letter to Victor, tells him, that his predecessors, 
the Bishops of Rome, though they did not keep Easter in the 
same manner that other Bishops did, yet “sent the Eucha- 
rist” to those Bishops’. The story of the sick Priest’s send- 
ing the Eucharist, which he had ready consecrated by him, 
to Serapion, a lapsed communicant, but a penitent and now 
at the point of death, as reported by Dionysius Bishop of 
Alexandria, is very remarkable to this purpose?. And even 
Justin Martyr* testifies, that Deacons did not only give the 
Eucharist to them that were present, but “ carried It to those 
who were absent.” Now certainly the primitive Fathers 
never thought of sending mere bread and wine to their 
brethren or to the faithful who could not attend the public 
congregation ; and consequently, they thought the benedic- 
tion which they had received on the Lord’s Table was not 
transient, so as to cease as soon as the celebration was con- 
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cluded; and therefore they did not imagine that their being 


————=+ the Body and Blood of Christ depended on the faith of 


Ancients 
expected 
to receive 
no Body of 
Christ, but 
the Eucha- 
ristical. 


those who did eat or drink It. The words of St. Hilary seem 
to sound to a contrary sense, viz.°, “ By the declaration of 
the Lord, and by our faith, it is truly His Flesh and Blood.” 
But these words may import no more than that by the decla- 
ration of the Lord and our faith we are assured or have a 
full conviction, that they are the Body and Blood; not that 
the faith of the communicant makes them to be so. How- 
ever the authority of a single Father, that was not very 
ancient, can by no means stand against the whole stream of 
antiquity. | 

2. The other inference is, that the primitive Church ex- 
pected to receive no other Body and Blood of Christ, but the 
Bread and Wine thus consecrated. They had no occasion to 
desire any other. For though they believed it to be Bread 
and Wine, yet they were at the same time of opinion that 
they were filled with all that Divine grace and efficacy that 
His natural Body was; and that if they had had His very 
natural Body, and had had stomachs and consciences to have 
eaten It, It could not have conveyed to them any benefit, 
which was not as effectually communicated to them by the 
Eucharistical Body and Blood. Was His natural Body 
anointed with the Spirit? so was His Sacramental; was His 
natural Body a spiritual, life-giving Body? so was His 
Sacramental; was His natural Body made a Sacrifice for the 
life of men? so was His Sacramental, as has been shewed at 
large ;'so that it will be very difficult for a man to imagine 
any reason why they should have any thoughts of receiving 
two Bodies of Christ. Nay, they could not but know that if 
they had the very natural Body, It would have been impos- 
sible to receive It; for neither their teeth nor their appetites 
would have served them; and this notion carries so much 
absurdity with it, that I shall add no more but the scomma 
which St. Augustine made use of against the Manicheans; 
“Do you expect that any one should thrust Christ to your 
jaws, as the most proper sepulchre* ?” If others please them- 
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selves with a fancy of devouring the natural Body of Christ in- sErcr. 
tellectually, or by faith, let me ask them whether they suppose . 
This natural Body present in the Eucharist or not. If It be 
present, It is so in an invisible manner; and for the natural 
Body of Christ to be present in ten thousand places at once, 
is impossible in the nature of things; and I cannot but think, 
that it is as impossible for It to be present in an invisible 
manner, as to be in several places at the same time. It can 
therefore be only present in the imaginations of men, and 
consequently their eating of It must be only imaginary; and 
if It were present at every Eucharist in a visible manner, this 
would be so far from feeding our faith, that it would in reality 
destroy it. For “ Faith is the substance” or confidence “ of 
things not seen ;” and if we had the enjoyment of the sub- 
stance, our faith and hope must presently vanish away. If 
they believe that they eat the natural Body of Christ by that 
faith by which they are persuaded that this Body of Christ 
suffered for their sins, and that this Body of Christ is now at 
God’s right hand, I will only say that this is not that eating 
of His Flesh or Body which we are now speaking of, and 
which is peculiar to the Eucharist. For they who entertain 
this notion do at the same time suppose that they may as 
effectually eat His Flesh in any other act of religion, as in 
the Sacrament; and all this I believe to be the invention of 
men, and not so much as an ens rationis, but a mere creature 
of fancy. And as for any personal spiritual Body of Christ, 
Which communicates Itself to faithful people, Which Barclay 
calls the heavenly seed or the light within; It is, I dare affirm, 
as far from the truth and from the judgment of the primitive 
Church, and of the Apostles and holy penmen, as this eight- 
teenth century is from the first and purest age of Christianity. 
But I apprehend some of my readers may, notwithstanding 
what I have yet said, suspect that the ancients did believe 
that they had and received the very natural Body and Blood 
in the Holy Eucharist ; and therefore I shall, 

Seventhly, consider some seeming excesses of the ancients 
on this head, Now, 

[1. In the first place it may be objected, that the Fathers seeming 
seem to speak of a sort of worship due to the Sacrament ; an ee 
this must, with good reason, sound very harsh in the ears of considered, 
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Protestants, who believe the idolatry of the Papists, in wor- 
shipping the host, to be one of the greatest abominations of 
the Church of Rome. The passages of the ancients, which 
give umbrage to this objection, are that of Theodoret4, “ they 
are believed and venerated as really being What they are 
believed to be;” and that of Cyril of Jerusalem®, who directs 
his young communicant to take the Body of Christ with his 
hands framed into somewhat like a throne; and to approach 
the Cup in a bowing posture, and with a sort of veneration — 
or profound reverence. The Clementine Liturgy exhorts 
people‘ to receive It ‘‘ with awe and reverence,” and to come 
to It “as to the Body of the King.” And that of St. Augus- 
tine looks the same way®, where by “ the footstool” of God 
he understands “the earth,’ by “the earth” Christ’s Flesh 
Which He has given us to eat, and no man eats It, says He, 
nisi prius adoraverit, ‘till he has first made adoration or 
obeisance ; therefore,” as he adds, “ when you stoop, or bend 
down your body to any earth, look not upon it as earth, but 
as that Holy One in honour of Whom you adore the foot- 
stool,” &c. I must confess I think the words qguamilibet ter- 
ram cannot without a very unnatural force be wrested to 
mean any thing but the Eucharistical Body, especially be- 
cause it is evident by what follows, that he had that Sacra- 
ment in his eye; and it is probable there may be other 
passages in the ancients, like these already mentioned; and 
I desire my reader, in order to take off the force of this 
objection, to consider, 

(1.) That Theodoret does, in this very Dialogue, and in the 
words immediately foregoing, declare, that “ the Bread departs 
not from its own nature,” &c. as he has been before cited ; 
and. no one can believe, that a man of Theodoret’s sense would 
pay Divine honour to bread ; nay, he himself expressly declares 
his mind to the contrary ; for, says he", “It is the last folly 
to worship what is eaten ;” andi, “ How can any man in his 
wits either call that a god, which he abominates and abhors, 
or even what is offered to the true God and eaten by him- 
self?” He is indeed in these places speaking directly of the 
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reason of God’s forbidding to the Jews the eating of some srcT. 
such things, as were worshipped as gods by the heathen; and —' 
of the Jews being commanded by Moses’s law to offer those 
creatures, which were worshipped by the heathen, in sacrifice 
to the true God; but it is not to be supposed, that such a 
writer as Theodoret would have expressed himself in this 
manner, if he had known of any Divine worship paid by 
Christians to what they offered and eat in the Sacrament. 
It is therefore evident, that when he speaks of a veneration 
paid to the Eucharist, he can only mean such a decent and 
reverential respect as is due to a creature sanctified to such 
excellent purposes, as the Eucharist is; and the same may be 
said of the other citations; and to convince you, that when they 
speak of venerating the Sacrament, they meant no other honour 
but what was due to bread appointed for these purposes; I 
will desire you to observe, that Ambrose supposes that Abra- 
ham paid this respect to Melchisedec’s bread and wine. Fori 
Melchisedec “ brought forth,” says he, “ what Abraham vene- 
rated,’ as being the symbols of Christ’s Body and Blood. 
For it must be owned, that they looked on the consecrated 
symbols as creatures not to be treated otherwise than as the 
representative Body and Blood of Christ, consecrated by the 
Spirit of God; and this must be St. Augustine’s meaning, 
when he says, “ Look not on It as earth, but as the Holy One.” 
Not as the personal Christ Jesus Himself, but as Bread and 
Wine deputed to be His Body and Blood; Which Body and 
Blood, by a usual metonymy, are often called Christ; and 
that this is his meaning is very evident from the next words, 
viz. “It is His footstool which you adore, for you adore on 
His account; therefore he subjoined, ‘adore His footstool, 
because it is holy? Whois holy? He, in honour of Whom 
you adore His footstool.” He clearly distinguishes between 
Christ Himself, and His ‘footstool,’ or ‘earth. He makes 
all the honour or reverence paid to the latter to be done, not 
so much for it’s own sake, as for His Whose footstool it is; 
so that, instead of making the Eucharist to be, or to contain 
the whole Person of Christ Jesus, he clearly makes it His 
footstool; but at the same time supposes, that an honour is 
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to be paid to it; and what the honour was, it will not be hard 
to conceive, if we consider, 

(2.) That wpooxuvety and adorare do not in the ecclesi- 
astical language necessarily import worshipping any thing 
with Divine honour. It is certain that the Hebrew mnw does 
ordinarily signify no more than to ‘bow down,’ not so much 
as ‘to prostrate one’s-self, except myx be added. The Greek 
turns it by zpooxuvetv, the Latin by adorare, (see Gen. xxiii. 7, 
and the parallel places,) and these are the words used by Theo- 
doret and St. Augustine; and these words are very far from 
importing Divine worship, unless you will suppose that Abra- 
ham made gods of the children of Heth in the place now 
cited; nor will St. Augustine’s prosternis imply Divine 
honour, except you will give it for granted that Joseph’s 
brethren deified him, when “they bowed themselves” in ter- 
ram, érl tiv yhv, “to the ground” to him. It must be owned 
that St. Augustine’s way of expression is not very clear in 
this place; but the most he can mean is, that some in his 
age did prostrate themselves, when they approached the 
Eucharistical Body: but it is very evident that by this they 
intended no more, if they did it in St. Augustine’s sense, 
than to shew their respects to the footstool of Jesus Christ ; 
or if they meant any higher degree of worship, it was directed 
to Christ Himself. Cyril of Jerusalem, besides the word 
mpookvvyats, uses céBacua; but neither will this word neces- 
sarily import Divine worship; except you will suppose that 
as often as the holy penmen called the emperor }¢Bacros, 
they meant thereby that he was to be worshipped as God; 
and indeed this word being in those ages so familiarly applied 
to the emperors, it cannot be wondered that a Christian writer 
should speak of the honour which he thought due to the 
Sacrament, in this style; and the Clementine Liturgy is the 
best comment upon it, when it admonishes men to approach 
the Sacrament as the body of a king, that is, with an honour 
or reverence very far from what is properly due to God. 

(3.) It is very evident that the ancients did not, could not 
worship the Eucharist with Divine honour ; because they did 
not believe that the Divinity of Christ was hypostatically 
united to the Bread and Wine, as they did believe It to 
be united to His natural Body. Here Theodoret is very 
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_ express™, “Our Lord did not promise to give His invisible SECT. 
nature, but His Body, for the life of the world; ‘for the 
Bread’ says He, ‘I will give is My Flesh,’ &c., and in deliver- 
ing the Divine mysteries He said, ‘ This is My Body;’” and 
again!, “Our Saviour taking the symbol said not, ‘ This is 
My Divinity ; but, ‘This is My Body.’” Cyril of Alexandria 
makes the same distinction, when speaking of the Eucharist 
he says™, “ We must not think the Body of the Lord a com- 
mon thing, because the Divinity cannot be eaten.” And so 
does St. Ambrose", “ If thou offerest His Body to be trans- 
figured on the Altar, but dost not distinguish the nature of 
His Divinity and of His Body, it is said to thee also (as it 
was to Cain, according to the LXX, Gen. iv. 7), If thou 
offerest rightly, but dividedst not rightly, thou hast sinned? ;” 
and the Church of Rome is grossly guilty of this sin, by pre- 
tending to make an oblation of the whole Christ, God and 
Man. Epiphanius? says of the Eucharistical Body, that “as 
to It’s power It is without sense ;” when therefore St. Hilary 
says’, that “we receive the Word” in the Eucharist, and 
when other ancients speak of Jesus Christ Himself as offered 
and received there, they must be understood as expressing 
their judgment, that they were united to the Second Divine 
Person by means of the especial presence of the Spirit in the 
Eucharist. And when the ancients say that the Spirit “ de- 
scended” and “ gave a contact” to the holy symbols, or that 
It filled the gifts with “ energy, power,” or the like, they do 
not mean that the Holy Ghost was united to the Sacrament, 
as the soul is to a human body, or as the Divine nature was 
to Christ’s natural Body; but that the Eucharistical Body 
and Blood were so affected by the Spirit, in a way impercep- 
tible by us, as to exert Itself in a peculiar manner in and by 

them, in producing such effects in the receivers as are bene- 

ficial to their bodies and souls. The Spirit was never hypo- 

statically united to the natural Body of Christ, but yet did 

exert Itself in a miraculous manner in and by that Body of 

His; and though now we believe It ceases to act miracu- 
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lously, yet we doubt not but that It is, upon all occasions, 
ready to work in It’s usual method, and to convey It’s graces 
by It’s wonted channels to the whole Church and every mem- 
ber; but it does not therefore follow, that the Eucharistical 
symbols do upon that account deserve Divine worship. 

(4.) Nay, we have certain evidence and direct proof that 
the Eucharist was not worshipped with Divine honour, from 
St. Chrysostom’s Liturgy ; where’ the Priest says to God the 
Father, “Look down on those who have bowed their heads — 
to Thee; for they bowed not to flesh and blood, but to Thee 
the tremendous God.” The prayer ends with these words, 
“by the grace—of Jesus Christ, with Whom blessed art 
Thou with the most Holy Ghost ;” which I add as a demon- 
stration, that the prayer was directed to the First Person of 
the blessed Trinity. And the council of Constantinople so 
often mentioned, though it speaks of “ honouring the image 
of Christ,” and says, “the image of His Body (the Eucharist) 
was wrought in a very honourable manner ;” nay, though it 
declare, that “as Christ’s natural Body was holy, as being 
divinely sanctified, so His adoptive Body is holy, as being 
divinely consecrated by the grace of sanctification ;” yet they: 
expressly add’, “ that He commanded His image, that is, ma- 
terial bread, taken from [the main mass of oblations] to be 
offered, not resembling the shape of man, lest idolatry should 
be introduced.” Now as this does evidently suppose that it 
would be idolatry to pay Divine worship to the Host, though 
it did appear in the form of Christ’s human Flesh, so it does 
as clearly suppose, that Christ instituted this Sacrament in 
Bread and Wine, in order to prevent any Divine honour 
which the superstitions of men might have been tempted to 
pay to it, if this image had been a human portraiture. And 
the later these authorities are, the more weighty they ought 
to be esteemed, as to our present purpose. For nobody, I 
presume, suspects the three first centuries of so criminal a 
practice as this of worshipping the Eucharist as the very 
Christ both God and Man; but now as the Liturgy of St. 
Chrysostom (so called) is of an uncertain age, and has, since 
it’s first composure, received many additions, so we are sure 
this synod of Constantinople was held in the year 754, and 
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this is an irrefragable evidence given by 338 very judicious sror. 
and pious Bishops, that the worshipping of the Eucharist was : 
even thenthought idolatrous ; much more may it be presumed, 
that any synod of Bishops in the foregomg ages of the Church 
would have made the same determination, if any occasion had 
been offered them to declare their judgments in this matter. 
It were no difficult thing to give my reader the opinion of 
several single writers of the same age, and some even after 
this; but I have said enough on this head to shew, that 
though the Fathers looked on the Eucharist as the most 
honourable institution of our religion, yet they did not think 
that Divine honour was due to it, whatever some may rashly 
conclude from the words of the ancients first above cited. 
Nay, it is known that this practice was not settled in the 
Church of Rome before the thirteenth century, in the pope- 
dom of Honorius the Third. 

2. It has been objected: against the Fathers, that they 
frequently call the Eucharist, not only Christ’s Body and 
Blood, but His “own proper” Body and Blood; for so suus 
and vévos may in strictness be rendered ; though I must con- 
fess I have not myself been so punctilious as to give them 
always this rendition. Now 

In answer to this, I will transcribe the words of the most In what 
excellent Dr. Grabe in his notes on Ireneus*. “ First he hee oiled 
owns that Irenzeus did not call the Bread and Wine figures, (ie Bread 
types, memorials, because this would not have sufficiently own Body. 
expressed his judgment ; for he believed the holy elements 
to be His very Body and Blood, in some sense, though not 
substantially.” Then he cites Maxentius, who says, “ Pro- 
priety is variously understood; for the Church is Christ’s 
own or proper Body—and every one of the faithful is His 
own or proper member.—The Bread also, of which the whole 
Church partakes in memory of our Lord’s Passion, is His own 
or proper Body*.” And this is indeed a demonstration, that 
in the judgment of Maxentius, who wrote in the sixth cen- 
tury, it is not the same thing to say it is Christ’s “own 





t P. 396. ille, quem universa Ecclesia in memo- 
“ ( Proprietas multis intelligitur riam Dominice Passionis participat, 
modis. Nam et Ecclesia Corpus Ejus Corpus Ejus est.’’—Dial., lib. ii, cap. 
-dicitur— Et unusquisque Fidelium 13. 
membrum Ejus est.—Sed et Panis 
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HAP. proper” Body, and to say it is His personal substantial Body: 





That the 


Fathers did 
not believe 


for he expressly calls it ‘ Bread,’ and yet Christ’s own Body, 
in the same breath. Then he cites Gregory Nyssen for say- 
ing, Christ’s “own or proper Body, which is the Church.” 
And Maxentius used the same expression in relation to the 
Church, in the words just before produced. And indeed this 
objection can be of no force, because it affects so very ancient 
a writer as Ireneus, who yet says no more than St. Justin 
Martyr and St. Ignatius, though in other words. His own 
or proper Body means no more than that it was not a false, 
alien, or counterfeit Body. 

3. The Fathers frequently mention a change made in the 
elements, which the Greeks express by perazroveiv, weraBar- 
hew, petappvOuifery, wetactouyevobv, wetacKevatew ; the La- 
tins by muto, transmuto, transfiguro, &c. 

To this, Protestants, in answering the allegations of Papists, 
have truly replied, that there may be a change of quality, 


a change of where the substance yet remains. And the elements are 


substance 
in the 
Eucharist. 


changed by the consecration from being common bread and 
wine, into the mysterious spiritual Body and Blood. And 
the ancients did indeed believe an imperceptible change made 
in the holy symbols. The most observable passages to this. 
purpose in the Fathers cited by me are those words of Am- 
brose, who supposes the symbolical Body offered in the com- 
memorative oblation* to be yet further “ transfigured” on the 
Altar; but it is certain that the Latin ¢ransfigurare there 
used does sometimes signify no more than a change of qua- 
lity. So Calepine, in his Dictionary, cites PlinyY for saying, 
Transfigurantur amygdale ex dulcibus in amaras;. “ Almonds* 
are transfigured from sweet to bitter.” And again, St. Am- 
brose supposes that* “Christ in the Eucharist changes the 
species of the elements.” And though this seems a hard 
saying, yet it will by no means do any service to the Papists ; 
for they, by the species, understand the accidents of the 
Bread and Wine, and they assert, as is true, that these are 
not changed. Nor can it be supposed that this Father 
should affirm that the bread loses it’s whiteness, the wine 


=n. p. 27. Ap. ii. p. 743. ed. Lugd. 1681.] 
¥ [Nat. Hist., lib. xvii. cap. 24.] © 7, p. 27. Ap. 1. 8. 
* {Sub voce ‘ Transfiguro.’—Tom. 
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it’s taste and inebriating quality, Therefore by the species SECT. 


he most probably means the logical species, the two sorts of 
elements, viz. the bread and wine, which are changed, as 
has been said, as to their insensible qualities, not in sub- 
stance; so in this very paragraph, St. Ambrose must be 
taken, when he says, “before the benediction it is called 
another species, or sort of thing.”’ And this I apprehend 
must be his meaning; because he elsewhere expressly calls” 
that ‘ Bread, which Christ gave to His Apostles. And Theo- 
doret shews, that it was not at all inconsistent to believe a 
change, yet at the same time to believe, that the substance 
of bread and wine remained. No Protestant can more 
strongly affirm that the elements do not lose their nature 
and essence than this Father, and yet no man can more 
plainly assert a change than he does; for, says he®, “ Christ 
would have us believe a change made by grace.” And in 
the very paragraph, which is so directly against transubstan- 
tiation, he yet declares‘, “that by the invocation the ele- 
ments are changed, and become other things.” And there- 
fore when the Liturgies pray, that the Bread and Wine, or 
the gifts, may be made or changed into the Body and 
Blood; it is most rational to understand them as the an- 
cients did, and particularly Theodoret, not as if they ex- 
pected that they should be miraculously converted into the 
personal Body and Blood of Christ, but that by an internal 
spiritual alteration, they might become the Body and Blood 
in real power and effect. It is true, Julius Firmicus® calls 
the Sacrament “the substance of Majesty ;’ and Gelasius, 
a “ Divine substance ;” but I have before shewed, that they 
only mean the elements sanctified by the Holy Ghost, which 
is so true, that the latter calls the Eucharistical Body ‘Bread’ 
in the very same paragraph. 

4. But further, St. Ambrose asserts‘, “that the nature is 
changed ;” and St. Hilary’, that “Christ does naturally re- 
main in us, who receive the Word in the meat or food of the 
Lord; and that He mingles the nature of His Flesh with the 
Eternal Nature, (that is, the Holy Spirit,) under the Sacra- 


» a. p. 26. Ap. © [p. 17. Ap.] 
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ment of His Flesh, to be communicated to us; and that we 


—_——_— have the nature of His Flesh.” 


In what 
sense they 
believed a 
change of 
nature. 


Now that the reader may be convinced, that these ex- 
pressions are not to be taken in the strictest sense, he is to 
observe, that this Father is here arguing against the Arians, 
who would allow of no unity betwixt the Divine Father and 
Son but that of will or consent: in opposition to this, he 
asserts a natural union; and because the Arians urged, that 
the Father and Son were one only, as Christians are or — 
ought to be one, St. Hilary asserts that Christians are one 
by the “nature of one faith,” and calls this “a natural 
union.” He asserts further, that they are “one by Baptism ;” 


“and says, “they who are one by one thing or means are one 


by nature.” Then he proceeds to shew we are one with 
Christ by eating His Eucharistical Body, and this he calls 
a “natural unity ;” but it is evident he meant only some- 
thing more than a unity of consent in all these cases, ex- 
cepting that of the Divine Father and Son, for it is m- 
possible he should think that all Christians are but one 
individual natural substance; and it was sufficient for him 
to say, that there is more than a unity of consent between 
Christians that are baptized and are communicants ; for they 
are animated by the same Holy Spirit, and have heavenly 
life imparted and continued to them by the same internal and 
external means, and have the same seed of immortality com- 
municated to them by the same spiritual meat and drink, 
and are united to Christ their common Head by these 
and other unknown or ineffable bonds and ligaments. I can- 
not in reason suppose that the Father intended to assert, 
that the union between Christians did in all respects equal 
the unity betwixt the Father and Son; but only, that it was 
somewhat more than the Arians allowed, viz. an agreement 
of affections. And indeed it is evident that he meant a mys- 
terious union; and so he explains himself by saying, “ He 
mingles the nature of His Flesh with the Eternal Nature, 
under a Sacrament or mystery; and we truly take His 
Flesh under a mystery :” for by these expressions the words 
‘nature’ and ‘natural’ are made to abate in their significa- 
tions when applied to the Eucharist, and not to have so much 
power or import as when applied to the Divine Father and 
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Son. He expresses both unions by the same words, but SECT. 
qualifies the meaning of them when he speaks of our union 
with Christ by partaking of the Eucharistical Body. And 
though the word ‘ nature,’ with it’s adjective and adverb, may 
seem of too full an import to be used in this place, yet it is 
to be considered that there are scarce any words in the Latin 
dictionary of a more extensive signification. And since it 
is so common for us to say of a man, that his nature is 
changed, when we only mean his dispositions and inward 
qualities, we ought not to judge too severely of St. Hilary or 
St. Ambrose on this account. And indeed we have little less 
than demonstration, that St. Ambrose, by “the change of 
nature,” means nothing else but a change of quality; for 
before he comes to the end of the paragraph he says, “‘ Before 
the benediction of heavenly words it is called another sort [of 
thing],’” meaning bread; “after the benediction, the Body 
of Christ is meant” or represented; for though significatur 
imports more than a bare typical shady signification, yet it 
necessarily implies also a distinction between the figure and 
the thing signified, that is, the Eucharistical and natural 
Body. Nay, and a little before he has these words, “ It 1 is 
the true Flesh of Christ, Which was crucified and buried ; 
is therefore truly the Sacrament or mystery of His ne z 
: So that “to be Christ’s Flesh,” and “to be the Sacrament of 
: His Flesh,” is with St. Ambrose the same thing. | 
: 5. There is another charge against the ancients on this 
: head, which is, that they often speak of the change of the 
Bread and Wine into the Body and Blood as miraculous ; 
and therefore must mean some other change than what I 
have before mentioned. Thus St. Cyril of Jerusalem? and 
: Gaudentius', to render the conversion of bread and wine into 
i _ the Body and Blood more credible, argue from Christ’s mira- 
: culous turning the water into wine. St. Ambrose* argues 
the same from Aaron’s rod being turned into a serpent, the 
waters of Egypt being turned into ie, and such like. To 
this it may be replied, 

(1.) It does not follow that the Fathers thought the change whether 
wrought in the Eucharist to be miraculous, from their en- rein Shos 
forcing the belief of it by appealing to the miraculous works ae 

h pb, p. 18. Ap. ia. p. 80. Ap. 1. 10. Lp. 27: Ak 
Aad 








356 SEEMING EXCESSES OF 


CHAP. wrought by Christ or the Apostles and the Prophets. They 


1 Cor. x. 





might intend to argue a majori ad minus, if God did the 
greater, much more can He do the less. Cyril’s argument 
does evidently proceed in this manner; for! having men- 
tioned the miracle of turning the water into wine, he adds, 
“ Shall not Christ be much the rather acknowledged to give 
the enjoyment of His Body and Blood to the sons of the 
bride-chamber?”? And it is probable the others meant the 
same. I suppose that the Apostle St. Paul, when he calls — 
the manna and the water of the rock the same spiritual meat 
and drink with that in the Eucharist, means that it was the 
same in type and figure, as being a very signal token of God’s 
good-will toward them; and that the prefiguration consisted 
not so much in the nutritive power of the manna and water, 
(for if this had been all that the Apostle had meant, then‘all 
the wholesome victuals and liquors that were ever eaten or 
drunk might be said to be the same spiritual meat and drink), 
as in the manner by which they were prepared, viz. by the 
special providence and power of God. And this indeed is 
the main ground on which the manna and water are made 
types of the Sacrament; for by this it appears, that both the 
type and archetype are singular specimens of God’s bounty 
and power in making provision for His own people: but who 
therefore will pretend to argue that because the manna and 
the water of the rock were furnished by a miracle, that there- 
fore the Eucharist is made so by the same means? And it is 
fit we should interpret the Fathers with the same equity 
which we use in interpreting Scripture. 

(2.) It is certain that the ancients believed the Eucharis- 
tical Body and Blood to be made so by the concurrence of 
the Divine Spirit, and that it was therefore a preternatural 
work ; for all the graces of the Spirit must be allowed to be 
beyond the power of nature. Now I believe it will be very 
hard for the most metaphysical head precisely to determine 
which of these works may in strictness be called miraculous, — 
which not. And we are not to suppose, that the simplicity of 
the primitive Fathers disposed them to make such nice and 
subtle distinctions as later ages have done; and therefore I 
should not wonder if some of them had in express words 

' b. p. 18, Ap. 
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affirmed it to be miraculous, as yet I am not sensible they SECT. 
have done. Theodoret expresses the sense of the Church in 
this respect excellently well, when he says, that in the Eucha- 
rist™ “Christ did not change nature, but added grace to 
nature.’ I remember I have met somewhere with terrible 
reflections on St. Chrysostom for using some interjections of 
wonder, when he is speaking of the Holy Sacrament ; whereas 
if we will accept of the same language and expressions from 
Fathers, that we do from the men of our own age, we must 
allow some “miracles of nature’ and much more of “ mira- 
cles of grace; and if any one shall take the Fathers or me 
to task on this score, I shall expect that they do exactly fix 
the standard of the power of nature, and then proceed to shew 
what works are only preternatural, not miraculous, and to 
settle exact bounds and limits betwixt them. It is certain 
all miraculous works are preternatural; that all preternatural 
works are miraculous, I do not say; but I may have leave to 
say, that there is a great resemblance between them: and 
things that are alike in the main do often go under the same 
name with them that do not study niceties; and I believe 
there are many things done by a preternatural power which 
we should call miracles if we did not see them every day, for 
nothing seems miraculous that is usual. 
I am sensible that the most learned Grabe has declared, in Cyril of 

his notes on Irenzus*, that Cyril of Jerusalem and Gregory pire cron 
Nyssen asserted that the “substance of Bread in the Eucha- 8° ,4¥*- 


sen charged 


rist is transformed into the Flesh of Christ, which He took of Cy. Dr. | 
rabe with 


the Virgin;” he directs us to Catech. Mystag. 4. of Cyril ; the belief 
and therefore meant, I suppose, the same which I above con- prot 
sidered, and in which I do not see that he positively deter- parse Put 
mines this point; and I am the rather willing to believe he certain. 
does not, because he says® that “ the Body is given us in the 

_ type of Bread,” which seems to express his meaning that the 

Bread still remains; and? he only says it is not mere Bread 

but the Body. Now I can never believe that ‘ type’ signifies 
‘accidents, as the Romish writers would persuade us; and 

when Irenzeus and others say that it is not ‘mere Bread,’ 

we justly suppose that they give it for granted, by that ex- 
pression, that they thought it yet Bread as to it’s gross sub- 
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stance. And I think Cyril has an equal right with others to 
this interpretation. As to Gregory Nyssen, whose words you 
have in the Appendix4, and which are the very same that Dr. 
Grabe seems to point at, it must be confessed that they look 
more this way than any other that I have yet met with of 
equal antiquity with him; and yet I cannot but say there are 
some passages in that long paragraph, which would incline 
one to think more favourably of him; as for instance, “ He 
that sees bread does after a sort see human body; for when 
that is in this, it becomes this ;” that is, when the bread is 
in the body, by nutrition it becomes part of the body. (So 
he had said before, “ when these [Bread and Wine] are in me, 
they are Body and Blood :’’) and “the Divine Body of Christ, 
receiving the nutriment of Bread, was the same with it in a 
manner; and in one case” (he means that of our Saviour’s 
Person) “the grace of the Word sanctified the Body, which 
was composed of Bread, and in some sort was Bread; in the 
other case (the Eucharist) the Bread is sanctified by the 
Word of God and prayer, passing into the Body of the Word, 
not by being eaten and drunk, but forthwith changed ;” that 
is, not by digestion, as Bread and Wine became His natural 
Body, but all of a sudden. By this it appears that it was the 
Father’s design to render the alteration in the Eucharist very 
credible, and not so operose as it appears to be at first sight, 
on supposition that bread is changed into human flesh; and 
therefore undoubtedly supposes such a change as other of the 
ancients do not; but still, whether he meant, as Dr. Grabe 
supposes, that the substance of Bread was changed, I dare 
not say. He rather seems to me to aim at proving that there 
is no occasion for a change of substance; for he all along 
argues that bread and human flesh are as it were the same 
thing; and that all the odds between the Eucharistical Bread 
being made the Body of Christ, and common bread becoming 
His Body while He was alive here on earth, was this, that in 
the former the alteration was made without mastication or 
digestion, by the elements being added to Christ’s natural 
Body by a Divine power. However he declares his intention 
to explain the change “in a manner possible to nature ;” and 
therefore could never have reconciled himself to transubstan- 
1a, p. 23, 24. Ap. | 
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tiation ; and then too he supposes the Bread and Wine to 


. SECT. 
I. 


become the Body and Blood, by being ‘added’ to His natural ——~— 


Body and Blood; and not by having the substantial Body 
and Blood advanced" into the Eucharist instead of the Bread 
and Wine, as the Romanists suppose. And we have already 
heard him say® that “ Bread after invocation is called, and is, 
the Body of Christ ;”” and he does not directly contradict this 
here, but rather countenances it by saying that even Christ’s 
natural Body was in some sort Bread, &c. The Father under- 
took to philosophize upon a mystery; and this is one way to 
render it still more a mystery; and it would be strange in- 
deed, if the writers of the Christian Church for four hundred 
years together should never have dropped any words upon a 
subject so very nice and mysterious, that will not bear the 
scrutiny of a very critical and censorious age such as this of 
ours ; and therefore I never thought it necessary to maintain 
that none of the ancients were ever guilty of any excess in 
this particular, but that the generality of the most valuable 
writers asserted no more than what [ at first laid down. If 
therefore Gregory Nyssen have shewed himself to be mis- 
taken, in pretending to explain a mystery by principles of 
philosophy or by asserting a change of substance, I appre- 
hend that in this respect he goes alone; and if my reader, 
notwithstanding what has been said by me or others on this 
head, do still believe, that Cyril or St. Hilary St. Ambrose 
or St. Augustine do assert transubstantiation or the paying 
Divine honour to the Eucharistical Body and Blood, I do 
hereby solemnly declare that, when I am convinced that they 
are indeed guilty of so gross an error, I am ready to enter my 
protest against them as to these particulars. And I sup- 
pose it is very evident, that though it should be granted that 
these venerable names have, in the several passages above 
produced, departed from the sense of the Church in those 
ages ; yet in other places they have said what is enough to 
shew, that this was not their settled judgment, but proceeded 
from haste or inadvertency or the sudden flash of a warm 
imagination; but that they generally owned an invisible 
mysterious change is what is very evident from several cita- 
tions already inserted, and might be proved from many more, 


r [In the first ed. Johnson employs the term ‘adduced.’] 5 c. p. 25. Ap. 
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CHAP. if it were to my present purpose. I will only leave with my 
reader the words of Gaudentius‘, “Let us not pretend to 
break that most solid bone, ‘This is My Body, This is My 
Blood ;’ and if any thing remain which is not understood, let 
it be burnt by the ardent fire of faith.” 


CHAP. II. SECT. II. 


That the Eucharistical Bread and Wine, or Body and Blood, 
are to be offered for the acknowledgment of God’s dominion 
and other attributes, and for procuring Divine blessings, 
especially remission of sin. 


Havine fully shewed what is offered in the Eucharist, I 
now proceed to consider the ends for which it is to be of- 
fered. Dr. Spencer, when he considers sacrifices in respect 
to their end, is very minute in mentioning particulars ; but 
it is observable, that they all centre in the two ends above 
specified. He reckons five sorts of sacrifices; but three of 
them are easily to be reduced to the first head, viz. acknow- 
ledging God’s dominion and other attributes ; for such were, 
in the first place, “whole burnt offerings or honorary sacri- 
fices, intended for the rendering of honour to God and ac- 
knowledging His dominion ;” such were “ the peace-offerings 
which expressed a mind well and devoutly affected toward 
God,” that is, sensible of His goodness, and disposed to make | 
all possible returns; such were “the sacrifices of thanks- 
giving, or vows, which signified gratitude toward God ;” and 
indeed these latter differed from the former more in name 
than in reality ; and his two other sorts of sacrifices are as 
clearly reducible to the other head of procuring Divine bless- 
ing, especially remission of sin; for according to him, “the 
euctic sacrifices were for the obtaining of any blessing; the 
expiatory, for the appeasing of God;” see the Introduction. 
Therefore Mr. Calvin takes no notice of any other ends but 
these two, viz. “ honouring” or rendering our thanks to “ God 
for His favours,” and “ pacifying His wrath ;” and so omits 
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- any other benefits to be obtained by Sacrifice; in which SECT. 
respect his-definition is imperfect. When Bellarmine makes — 
the ends of Sacrifice to be “the acknowledgment of our 
own weakness and the Divine greatness,” he may be under- 
stood to mean much the same thing. For im recognising 
His dominion, goodness, and providence, we acknowledge 
His greatness; and when we address ourselves to Him for 
pardon of sin and other blessings, this is a confession of 
our own disability to confer these favours on ourselves or 
others, and of God’s power in these respects. I proceed 
therefore, 

First, to shew, that one and the primary end of the Eu- First end of 
charistical Christian Sacrifice is the acknowledgment of beset aay) 
God’s dominion and other attributes ; and I must add, what S@tiice 


acknow- 
is most especially implied, of His goodness, in redeeming the !edgment 


i Chcist Jedon-twhich: 48 the foundation -Gf "all other dominion, 
spiritual mercies. And I apprehend, our adversaries them- ~~ 
selves do so far consent to this, as to own that the Eucharist 
is a Sacrifice of thanksgiving, and a recognition of all the 
blessings and favours we receive from God, and more parti- 
cularly of His sending His Son to die for us, and of all the 
inestimable mercies accruing to ourselves and others by this 
means: they only deny that the Bread and Wine or Eu- 
charistical Body and Blood are this Sacrifice; and would 
have it believed, that the verbal and mental praises are the 
only thing meant by this Sacrifice: and therefore the au- 
thorities produced under this head shall chiefly be such as 
do effectually prove, that the Sacrifice of thanksgiving in the 
Christian Church was, in the judgment of the ancients, an 
oblation not only of words and thoughts but of the material 
Bread and Wine. And first, St. Chrysostom says", “ the 
tremendous mysteries, that are full of salvation, which are 
consecrated offered or celebrated in every Communion, are 
called the Eucharist, because it is a memorial of many bene- 
fits; wherefore the Priest also bids us give thanks for the 
whole world—while the Sacrifice lies in open view.” The 
mysteries are the Sacramental Body and Blood; for this is 
the language of antiquity. And these mysteries are called 
the Eucharist, as being the memorials of the greatest bene- 
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CHAP. fits; these are the Sacrifices lying in open view ; and the verbal 
"and mental praises are so far from being either the mys- 
teries or the memorial or the Sacrifice, that these latter are 
the motives or incentives to the former. For, because “the 
mysteries are memorials of great benefits, therefore the Priest 
bids us give thanks.” St. Augustine asserts*, “ that to sa- 
crifice to God, as we very often do, according to that only rite, 
by which He has commanded Sacrifice to be offered by the 
revelation of the New Testament, is part of that worship 
which is called Latria, and is due to God Alone.” I dare 
leave it to my adversaries to determine, what that only rite 
in the New Testament is, by which we offer Sacrifice. All 
our services are indeed a sacrifice, in an improper remote 
sense; but there is one rite, by which alone we do it pro- 
perly, and by which we do a peculiar honour to God; and 
again’, “‘ Theosebia may be said to be the worship of God, 
which consists chiefly in this, that the mind be grateful ; 
therefore in that most true and singular Sacrifice, we are 
admonished to give thanks ;” where the thanks is evidently 
distinguished from the Sacrifice; and indeed bare mental 
praise is no singular thing, but is common to all religions ; 
the Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of Christ in a mystery 
is peculiar to ours. And because the principal blessing, 
which we commemorate in the Eucharist, is the Death of 
Christ, and the inward remembrance of it is by our adver- 
saries called the Sacrifice; see how much otherwise St. Au- 
gustine expresses: himself in that observable place”, where he 
explains the manner, how Christians celebrated ‘‘ the memory 
of the Sacrifice, viz. by the holy oblation, and participation 
of the Body and Blood of Christ ;” which is an unanswerable 
proof, that this Father looked on the commemoration to be a 
material one, and to consist not in thought and speech but 
in offering and receiving the Sacramental Bread and Wine. 
The learned Mr. Bingham* cites Paulinus saying the follow- 
ing words of the Paratorium, the right-hand apartment of the 
Church, viz. Immolanti Hostias jubilationis Antistiti parat, 
“ It is for preparing the Sacrifice of jubilation,” that is, un- 
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_- questionably, the material Bread and Wine. Eusebius speaks SECT. 
very elegantly to this purpose”; ‘‘ We offer therefore to God ae 

the Sacrifice of praise; we offer the Divine and venerable 
Sacrifice, which hath a decorous sanctity. We sacrifice in a 
new manner, according to the New. Testament; we offer a 
clean Sacrifice ;’ and he proves it clean, because offered with 
a contrite heart. ‘“ And we offer the prophetic incense, pre- 

~ senting to Him in every place the well-savoured oblation of 

“a most virtuous theology by prayer to Him: therefore we 
offer both Sacrifice and incense ; the one, when we celebrate 
the memorial of the great Sacrifice according to the mys- 
teries delivered to us by Him, and when we present the 
Eucharist,” that is, the Sacrifice of thanksgiving “to God 
for our salvation, by pious hymns and prayers; the other, 
when we offer ourselves, wholly consecrating ourselves to 
Him and His High-Priest the Word, cleaving to Him both 
in body and soul.” ‘The sacrificing in a new manner can 
be meant of the Eucharist only; for all the other sacri- 
fices, even that of a contrite heart, were as old as David 
at least. This is the only Sacrifice peculiar to the New 
Testament; and he distinguishes the Mincha from the in- 
cense. The Mincha is the Sacramental Bread and Wine; 
the incense is, according to him, those inward holy dispo- 
sitions, which he calls a most virtuous theology, offered to 
God by prayer. Nay, he repeats this distinction again, and 
says, “we offer both Sacrifice and incense ;” and makes the 
memorial to be the Sacrifice, and the oblation of ourselves 
cleaving to Him both in body and soul, the incense ; which 
is the very same with the virtuous theology before mentioned. 
And he tells us, this memorial was celebrated by the mys- 
teries delivered by Christ, that is, His Sacramental Body and 
Blood; and that this memorial or Eucharist is offered by 
prayers and hymns, which therefore are to be distinguished 
from the memorial offered by them; and the reader will re- 
member, that St. Augustine has just now given us an ac- 
count what this memorial was, viz. the oblation and par- 
ticipation of the Sacramental Body and Blood, not a bare 
act of reminiscence. I have, in the first section of this 
second chapter, produced further proof that Eusebius’s me- 
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CHAP. morial was a material Sacrifice, and therefore shall say no 
“__ more of that matter in this place; but only observe, that a 
very great man®, in a most celebrated book upon the Eucha- 
rist, produces several of these passages from Eusebius to prove, 
that “the remembrance or commemoration is the Sacrifice ;” 
and yet presently cites Fulgentius4 for saying’, “the Holy 
Catholic Church throughout all the world ceases not to offer 
the Sacrifice of Bread and Wine.” Origen’s opinion may be 
learned from those words of his‘, “ Let Celsus, as one that 
knows not God, offer his eucharistic sacrifices to demons; 
but we, appeasing the Creator of all things, eat the loaves 
offered with thanksgiving and prayer over the gifts, they 
being made a certain Holy Body by means of prayer.” 
When he tells us the loaves were offered or presented with 
prayer and thanksgiving, he gives us the reason why they 
were the Eucharistic Sacrifice of Christians. For it was 
his present business, to distinguish between the eucharistic 
sacrifices of the heathen and that which was offered by the 
worshippers of the true God. But none of the primitive 
writers speak so directly and copiously to this purpose as 
St. Irenzus, even when he was speaking contemptuously of 
the Jewish sacrifices; what he says is as follows*, “The 
Prophets speak most fully, that God did in the Law enjoin 
certain observances for the sake of [the people] themselves, 
not as if He stood in need of their services; and again, God 
has plainly taught us, that He wants not the oblations of 
men, except it be for the sake of him who offers them; for 
at a time when He saw them negligent of justice and averse 
to the love of God and hoping to propitiate God by sacri- 
fices and other typical observances, Samuel told them, that 
God required not burnt-offerings ;’ then he makes citations 
to this purpose from Psalm xl. and 1., Isaiah 1.11. 16,17, 18; 
and then he thus proceeds, “ From all which it is manifest, 
that God demanded not of them sacrifices and burnt-offer- 
ings, but faith obedience and righteousness, in order to 
their salvation; and our Lord also taught them the same, 
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saying, ‘If ye had known what that meaneth, I will have 


mercy and not sacrifice, ye would not have condemned the 
innocent.’”’ “Christ, bearing witness to the Prophets that 
they preached the truth, but charging them as culpably 
ignorant, and giving in charge to His own Disciples to 
offer to God the first-fruits of His creatures (not as if He 
wanted them, but that they might not be unfruitful or un- 
grateful,) takes that Bread, which is [part] of the creation, 
and gave thanks, saying, ‘This is My Body ;’ and the Cup 
also, which is, according to our doctrine, part of the creation, 
and confessed it to be His Blood; and taught the new ob- 
lation of the New Testament, which the Church receiving 
from the Apostles offers throughout the world to that God 
which gives us food, I mean the first-fruits of their gifts, 
according to the New Testament.” Then he cites Malach. 
i, 10, 11; and then he adds, “ [the Prophet] manifestly 
signifying by these words, that the former people shall cease 
to offer to God; but that a Sacrifice shall be offered to Him 
in every place, and that a pure one too, and His Name is 
great among the Gentiles.” And at another place, “ there- 
fore the oblation of the Church, which the Lord hath taught 
to be offered in the whole world, is esteemed by God a pure 
Sacrifice, and is accepted by Him; not that He wants a 
sacrifice from us; but because he who offers is himself 
honoured in what he offers, if his gifts be accepted. For our 
honour and affection toward a king is declared by our gifts :” 
and again’, “It behoves us to make an oblation to God, and 
to be in all things found grateful to the Creator of the world, 
offering the first-fruits of the things which are His creatures. 
This oblation the only pure congregation, the Church, offers 
to the Creator, when she offers to Him His own creature with 
thanksgiving.” —‘“ We) offer to Him, not as if He were in- 
digent, but as paying the homage of thanks to His supreme 
Majesty—as therefore He, though He want not these things 
from us, yet will have them to be done by us, that we be not 
unfruitful; so the same Word gave a commandment to the 
people to make oblations to God, though He wanted them 
not—as He would have us also offer a gift at the Altar, 
frequently and without intermission; there is therefore an 
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Altar in Heaven, (for thither our prayers and oblations are 
directed,) and a Temple, as John in the Revelation says.” 
Now as this holy man does particularly guard against that 
vain conceit, which prevailed amongst the heathen and the 
grosser part of the Jews, that God had His wants supplied 
by the sacrifices made at the altar; and that He desired 
sacrifice for His own sake: so he again and again repeats 
the doctrine which I am now insisting on, that oblations are 
to be made to God for a recognition of His dominion over — 
His creatures, and as a testimony of our gratitude; he 
expressly teaches, that Christ gave charge that Christians 
should make oblations, in His instituting the Sacrament of 
His Body and Blood; and informs us, that this oblation was 
in his time made by Christians throughout the world: and 
no man of his age better knew the practice of the universal 
Church; for as he had his education in the East, so he lived 
a great part of his time in the West, bemg Bishop of Lyons 
in Gaul. And what is most particularly remarkable, he was 
so far from asserting the doctrine which now prevails, that 
mere airy thanks and praise was the only sacrifice which was 
then called the Eucharist ; that he directly declares, that the 
oblations made by Christians were the first-fruits of God’s 
creatures, that very Bread and Wine, which the heretics 
denied and the Catholics affirmed to be the workmanship 
of God. ‘This Sacrifice he affirms to be offered by the com- 
mand of Christ, when He instituted the Eucharist; and he 
asserts the Sacrifice of Christians to be such a sacrifice as 
the Jews “then ceased to offer.” Now the Jews neither 
then did, nor now do cease to ofier naked thanks and 
praise; but they cease from offering a Mincha or material — 
Sacrifice. ‘This he declares to be the new oblation of the 
New Testament, which the Church had received from the 
Apostles, and which Christ had enjomed when He said 
“This is My Body ;” and they who can believe, that after 
all this Irenzeus meant no more than an oblation of words — 
and thoughts, must suppose that this holy Father, when he 
speaks of Christ’s saying, “This is My Body,” “This is My 
Blood,” bade His Disciples eat and drink mere sounds and 
ideas; and that the Eucharistical Bread is no more than an 
act of our memory. And whereas he tells us, that “ there is 
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-an Altar in Heaven, to which our prayers and oblations are sEcT. 
directed ;” he not only clearly distinguishes prayers from = 
oblations, but evidently alludes to the ancient practice, 

which is not only legible in all the latter Liturgies, but in 

that of Clement; I mean, in praying that the gifts which 

had been offered to God as the mysterious Body and Blood 

of Christ might be received up to the heavenly Altar: for 

my reader will find such a prayer at the latter end of the 
extracts from the several ancient Liturgies in my Appendix, 

and I think I may dare say in all others that are now ex- 

tant, except those that are perfectly modern ; only St. Mark’s 
Liturgy puts up this prayer, by a prolepsis, before the words 

of institution*. I dare presume to say, that the latest of 

those Liturgies, which I have or shall mention, does not in 

more strong and irresistible words, express a material sacri- 

fice of praise, than some of these lines of [renzeus above pro- 

duced; and they that will understand him of mere verbal 

and mental oblations may as well take all that has been 

said by Dr. Hickes and others in the same sense, which is 

indeed an effectual method of putting an end to the con- 
troversy. St. Justin Martyr! speaks. of “the Sacrifices of- 

fered, that is, the Bread of Eucharist” or thanksgiving, and 

“the Cup of Eucharist” or thanksgiving; and says™, that 
“Jesus has by tradition instructed us to offer the Cup in 
remembrance of His Blood, giving thanks,” or celebrating 

the Eucharist. There is indeed one passage in the writings A place of 
of this holy man, which may at first sight seem to say more vindicated’ 
than is consistent with what I have hitherto asserted. I will entre 
give my reader the entire paragraph in English. He is con- 4". 
futing Trypho the Jew; and in order to do this, he urges ~ 

the famous prophecy, in those words", “God beforehand Mal. i. 10, 
accepting all Sacrifices made to Him in every place through - 

His Name, which Jesus Christ has by tradition instructed 

them to make, that is, in the Eucharist” or thanksgiving- 
Sacrifice of Bread and the Cup, “ testifies that they are ac- 
ceptable to Him ; but He rejects those made by you and those 

priests of yours, saying, ‘I will accept none of your sacrifices 

at your hands, for from the rising of the sun to the going 

down thereof My Name is glorified among the Gentiles :’ but 
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CHAP. ye have profaned It; and still loving disputes, ye say, that 





God accepts not sacrifice of the Israelites so-called that then 
dwelt at Jerusalem, but that He said He desires the prayers 
of those that were then in dispersion, being of the same stock 
of men; and that He calls their prayers sacrifices. Now that 
prayers and praises made by worthy men are the only per- 
fect sacrifices and acceptable to God, I myself also say; for 
Christians have been instructed to offer none other, even in 
the memorial of their food both dry and liquid, m which 
also the Passion of the Son of God is commemorated.” 
(N.B. I concern not myself with the dubious lection in 
these last words, viz. Lids Qeod, or Lids Oeod Oeds, because 
the present dispute does in no measure depend upon it.) 
As to the words themselves, they are very favourable to the 
doctrine of the Sacrifice in the main: but when He says, 
“Prayers and praise are the only perfect sacrifices accept- 
able to God, and that Christians offer no other in the Eu- 
charist,”’ it may be thought that he countenances the notion 
of our adversaries, who assert, that there is nothing to be 
offered there but vocal and mental devotions; therefore I 
answer, 

1. That it is certainly true, that all sacrifices are either 
prayer or praise; they are all offered either as petitions for 
what we want or as acknowledgments for what we have 
received, as has been already observed; and it is further to 
be considered, that all sacrifices take their name from their 
use or end; so a sacrifice for sin is called dyuaprtia, the 
trespass-offering wAnupércca, the peace-offering cwrnpior, the 
vow evy7, the sacrifice of thanksgiving aiveow by the LXX, 
Evxapioria by Aquila, the freewill-offering éuoXoyia or aipeos, 
which are words signifying literally ‘sin,’ ‘ trespass,’ ‘ salva- 
tion,’ ‘prayer,’ ‘ praise,’ ‘confession’ or ‘ choice ;’ but did ever 
any man from thence conclude, that nothing was offered to 
God in these sacrifices but sin, trespass, salvation, prayer, 
praise, confession, and freedom of will or choice. The words 
indeed originally are such as do not necessarily and of them- 
selves signify.anything more than the abstracted acts of sin, 
trespass, &c., but when applied to the several sorts of sacri- 
fices by the Hellenistic or Eucharistical writers, they do at 
the same time connote the animal or other material thing 
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- offered upon these several occasions. It is said of our Saviour, g EC T. 
that He “was made sin for us;” and they who have looked 
no further than to the common signification of the word 
‘sin’ in this place, have from thence drawn some very 
harsh as well as false conclusions. The answer, to them who 
do thus abasively understand those words, is, that dwapria, 
‘sin, in that text, signifies a ‘sacrifice for sin;? and our 
Saviour might be made a sacrifice for sin, as He certainly 
was, without becoming actually guilty by the imputation of 
our sins: and the same answer will serve those, who, when 
they hear of a sacrifice of prayer and praise, presently run 
away with these words, taking them in their abstracted sense ; 
and from thence conclude, that nothing is meant but a pure 
act of the mind, or at most of the mouth; not considering, 
that sin, prayer, and praise, when applied to sacrifice, import 
not only or chiefly the actions commonly denoted by those 
words, but that material thing, whatever it was, that was 
appointed for a sacrifice on this occasion. And I shall here- 
after shew, that praise, or a sacrifice of praise, oftentimes in 
Scripture signifies the animal offered to express men’s grati- 
tude to God; and they who will allow no sacrifice that is 
material in the Christian Church, because it is by Justin 
called “ prayer and praise,” may with the same reason assert, 
that there was no such material sacrifice offered in the temple 
of Solomon. 

2. The reader will observe, that this ancient writer does 
not say, that all prayers and praises are the most perfect 
sacrifices; but only such as are offered by “worthy men,” 

that is, Christians, and at the Eucharist: thus much is im- 
ported in those words, ‘These only we Christians have been 
by tradition instructed to offer, in the memorial of our food.” 
He does not give this reason for it, which would best fit our 
adversaries, viz. that it is an immaterial oblation; but rather 
the contrary, viz. that the prayers and praises were offered 
in and by a material memorial. For what can make these 
devotions more excellent and prevalent than others, except 
it be the visible memorial, “that memorial in which the 
Passion of our Lord is commemorated,” as Justin speaks ? 
for I will thank no man for granting, what I have fully — 
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in the margin®, that by the ‘memorial’ here must be meant 


——— the Eucharistical symbols. 


3. From these two considerations it is very evident what 
Justin means, in granting that prayer and praise, offered by 
worthy men, are the most perfect sacrifice, and that Chris- 
tians offered no other in the Communion. For as all sacri- 
fices whatever are prayers or praises, in the sense above- 
mentioned ; so those offered by worthy men in the Eucharist 
are the only perfect and most acceptable. And if it be asked, 
what renders them so perfect and acceptable, it is evident, 
that this holy writer thought that the inward desires and 
acknowledgments of Christians were enforced and perfumed 
by that memorial, which Christ commanded to be offered. 


° St. Justin Martyr here says, that in 
the anamnesis of food, both dry and 
liquid, a commemoration was made of 
the Death of the Son of God. Now an 
anamnesis of food must either signify 
an acknowledgment of God’s goodness 
in providing meat and drink for man- 
kind, which is what our adversaries 
would have, or it must denote the 
Eucharistical Bread and Wine. 

1. It does not mean an acknowledg- 
ment of God’s goodness in giving us 
common meat or drink: for in the 
anamnesis here mentioned, a comme- 
moration was made of Christ’s Death; 
but we cannot be said to commemorate 
Christ’s Death by making a recital of 
God’s blessing, in giving us common 
meat and drink. Men may in the 
same prayer thank God for meat and 
drink, and for Christ’s Death; but such 
a prayer, especially if used in the Sacra- 
ment, would never go by the name of 
a commemoration or remembrance of 
our food, but would take it’s name a 
majori, that is, from the Death of Christ 
there commemorated. Further, the ral 
is evidently emphatical, and therefore 
the words cannot otherwise be rendered 
than ‘ even in the memorial or remem- 
brance.’ Now the reader may judge 
whether it be most probable that this 
ancient writer would lay an emphasis 
on the least considerable part of the 
Eucharist-service, namely thanking 
God for common meat and drink, or 
on that which is the substance of the 
Eucharist, the Bread and Wine; and 
lastly, it is very observable that in the 


most ancient Liturgy, the Clementine, 
there is no express mention of Bread 
and Wine in the long recital of God’s 
mercies to us, only in the words of ob- 
lation and consecration. I am sensible 
that Justin, when he is describing the 
celebration of the Eucharist, says*, 
“the President taking [the Bread and 
Cup] makes a long thanksgiving to the 
Father of the universe, through the 
name of the Son and Holy Ghost, for 
that God has vouchsafed them to us ;’” 
but by ‘them’ 1 think it more proper, 
both.in grammar and good sense, to 
understand the Son and the Holy Spirit, 
than the Bread and Wine. 

2. It therefore signifies the Eucha- 
ristical Bread and Wine, called a ‘ me- 
morial,’ in allusion to that part of the 
Mincha or meat offering, which was 
offered by fire to God, and called by 
this name in the Levitical Law, Lev. ii. 
2.9. 16. and elsewhere. There indeed 
the word pynudocvvoy is used by the 


LXX, which is perfectly of the same 


signification; but the very word dvdu- 
vnots is used in relation to the shew- 
bread, a very remarkable type of the 
Eucharist, Lev. xxiv. 7, and certainly 
no name or title better befits the Eucha- 
ristical elements, which are taken out 
of the whole mass of oblations, to be in 
a particular manner offered and con- 


secrated to God; as Justin elsewhere 


assures us, the Bread and Wine of the 
Eucharist were, and in which a com- 
memoration was indeed made of the 
Death of the Son of God. The word 
anamnesis is also used-Numb. x. 10. 
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_ All sacrifices presented to God, according to His own direc- RROM 
tions, are vocal; they “speak good things” to God in our 
behalf, as Abel’s did. The ancient sacrifices were only dumb 
significations of the thoughts and affections of them who 
offered them; but the Christian Church presents her Sacri- 
fice to God by words, as well as thoughts and actions; by 
words expressing at large the wishes, hopes, fears, and in- 
tentions of the Priests and people; and therefore may more 
properly be called prayers and praises, than any other material 
sacrifices of old instituted by God. 

4. This must of necessity be Justin’s meaning in this place, 
if we will suppose that he discourses consistently ; for in other 
places of this very Dialogue with Trypho, he expressly asserts, 
that Bread and Wine were offered in the Eucharist; as I 
have shewed just before, and as an honest adversary con- 
fesses, (I mean Voigtus De Altarib.P). Nay, it is observable, 
that in that very place4, where Voigtus owns he speaks of 
offermg Bread and Wine, he says that Malachi foretold this 
in chap. i. 10,11. Now Justin, in this very place, maintains 
against Trypho, that this prophecy of Malachi is to be under- 
stood of the Eucharist, and therefore certainly of a material 
oblation; unless you will make Justin contradict himself. 
To advance one step further still; it seems very probable, to 
say no more, that in the beginning of this very paragraph 
he asserts a thanksgiving- Sacrifice of Bread and Wine. If 
the translation which I have given of them just before be 
allowed of, it will not bear a dispute; and that translation I 
think to be fair and unexceptionable. The words are capable 
of another rendition, which also is as favourable to the doc- 
trine of the Sacrifice; thus, “ God accepting all Sacrifices 
(that is, in the Eucharist) of Bread and the Cup, made to 
Him in every place, through This Name which Jesus Christ 
has,” &c. Nay, Dr. Wise’s translation of these words is 
fairly consistent with a material Sacrifice, viz. “God now 
receives everywhere from Christians, through the Name of 
Christ, those Sacrifices which He appointed to be made, that 
is, in the Eucharist of Bread and Wine ;” (I only omit the 

Doctor’s ‘ blessing,’ which is not in the original,) for certainly 

_ the Eucharist of Bread and Wine” denotes the Bread and 
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Wine itself; for “we call this food Eucharist,” says Justin". 
The least that can be said is, that the words, however con- 
strued, do rather countenance the Eucharistical Sacrifice 
than otherwise; and it is most. rational to take them in a 
sense, which Justin himself has expressly declared for in 
other parts of this work. 

5. It especially deserves our remark, that Justin in these 
words is answering an evasive cavil of the Jew; for whereas 
Justin had alleged the prophecy of Malachi in behalf of 
the Christian Eucharist, the Jew replies upon him, that 
Malachi’s Mincha denoted the prayers put up by the Jews 
in their dispersion throughout the world. And all that 
Justin says of prayer and praise is only by way of answer to 
a captious adversary; [therefore granting that Justin is to 
be understood in our adversaries’ sense, which I do not be- 
lieve; yet still] he argues ad hominem, allows “ prayer and 
praise offered by worthy men in the Eucharist” to be the 
best sacrifice; but lets him know what makes them so, viz. 
the memorial in and by which it 1s offered. Justin, when 
left to his own sentiments and expression, speaks in quite 
another manner; but when he was confuting a corrupt gloss 
of the Jews, he thought fit to talk in their way, and as it 
were to beat them with their own weapon. And I cannot 
but observe, that the present adversaries of the Christian 
Sacrifice take up with the very same shifts that the unbe- 
lieving Jews did in Justin’s days; they would make us be- 
lieve, that Malachi’s Mincha is only one of their spiritual 
sacrifices, consisting of nothing that is material. But they 
can never serve themselves or their cause by Justin’s answer; 
until they can shew us on their hypothesis, why prayer and 
praise, made in the memorial of Christ’s Death, are the only 
perfect and acceptable sacrifice ; for according to their prin- 
ciples, any prayer offered with faith must be as effectual as 
that which is offered in the Eucharist. 

And lest it should seem harsh to an English reader nel 
used to such ways of expression, by prayer and thanksgiving 
to understand a material sacrifice; he is to remember, what 
is before shewed, that all material sacrifices were of old 
called by the name which denoted the end for which they 
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were offered; as the sacrifice for sin went by the name of SECT. 
‘sin,’ the sacrifice of thanksgiving by the name of ‘ thanks- i, 
giving’ or ‘ praise ;) and the oblation or sacrifice promised 
to God, in case a prayer was heard, was called evy7) or mpoc- 
evy?, ‘prayer; it is perpetually so termed by the LXX. A 
vow is a prayer with a material sacrifice annexed to it. We 
shall hereafter see, that the ancients called the material ob- 
lation in the Eucharist a vow or prayer, in the Latin votum ; 
and in the mean time I shall observe, that St. Clement of 
Rome speaks’ of the sacrifice of ‘ vows’ or ‘ prayers’ (evydr) 
as offered in the true, Jerusalem, the Christian Church, to- 
gether with ‘the sacrifice for sm and transgression ;’ by 
which it is very evident, that it could not be thought un- 
_ natural in Justin, by prayer or vow to mean or connote a 
material oblation by the word evy7). 
There is another instance of this sort in the Apostolical A place in 
Constitutions‘; for there it is said, that" “ prayer and praise weds 


stitutions, 

is the gift” meant by our Saviour. Now it is evident to Bice aoe 

demonstration, that our Saviour intended a material gift, sidered. 

such a one as a man might “leave” behind him “ before the epg 

Altar, while he went to be reconciled to his brother ;” and 

the Constitutor was fully apprised of this, for no writer speaks 

more copiously of a material gift and Altar than he does ; 

and therefore he too by evy7 must be most probably sup- 

posed to mean a ‘vow,’ or an oblation brought to enforce 

a prayer, and render it more prevalent: and then it will be 

easy to account for that expression, mpocevyy cov ovK eicaK- 

ovo@ncerat; for a vow may be said to be heard or not heard 

as well as a mere prayer, to which the votary does not annex 

a material oblation. And thus David expresses himself, Ps. 1xi. 5. 

“Thou, O God, hast heard my vows.” The word 743, which 

perpetually signifies a material oblation joimed with a wish 

or prayer, is here used in the original; and it is turned by 

the Greek, zpocevyn, the very word used by the Constitutor. 
Clemens Alexandrinus has indeed said what looks more A place in 

favourable to the cause of our adversaries than any thing yomsee 

that I have met with in antiquity; the words follow, xa) DS co 

yap éotiy 9 Ouvoia tis "Exxdynoias AOyos awd TéV aylwv vpo- 
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yov avaluuiopmevos, ExkaduTrToperns Gua THs Ovoias, Kat Ths 
Suavolas ardons TH Ocd*. The first part of the sentence 
is capable of a double rendition, viz. “reason” or speech, 
“exhaled from holy souls, is the Sacrifice of the Church ;” 
or, “the Word, incensed or perfumed by holy souls, is the 
Sacrifice of the Church.” The first rendition speaks an im- 
material Sacrifice ; the second may signify, that “ the Blood 
of Christ is the Sacrifice of the Church.” For this ancient 
writer, speaking of the Eucharist, says’, “the holy liquor of 
gladness allegorically represents the Logos or Word, shed 
for many for the remission of sins ;” and this sounds ex- 
pressly for the Sacrifice, especially if we consider what 
follows, viz. “the Sacrifice, and the whole mind together 


with it, being uncovered to God;” for this undoubtedly . 


alludes to the custom of laying the symbols in open view 
during the holy action. And therefore, if the connection 
did favour the doctrine of the Sacrifice so much, as the 
words themselves considered apart, I should not doubt to 
say that Clement was with us. 

There is one consideration which is of itself an effectual 
answer to this and all other such like passages in antiquity, 


if there be any of the same sort; I mean, that by this way — 


of arguing we may prove from Scripture, that none of the 
cattle offered at Jerusalem were true sacrifices, but only im- 
properly and abasively so called. For those words of Psalm li. 
“The sacrifices of God are a contrite spirit,” do as strongly 
and fully say, that a contrite spirit was the only sacrifice 
under the old Law, as Clement’s words do import, that prayer 
is the only sacrifice under the Gospel. David might as 
truly have said, that “prayer exhaled from holy souls was 
the sacrifice of God,” as that a contrite heart was so; and 
as by saying that a contrite heart was such a sacrifice, he 
did not, could not mean, that God required no other sacri- 
fice but that, while the Law of Moses was in full force; so 
neither would any rational man have drawn such a conelu- 
sion from his words, if he had said the same thing of prayer. 
And the reason is plain, viz. that material sacrifice was en- 
joined by the plain. express words of the Law very often re- 
peated ; and that David was so far from thinking that Law 
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- repealed, that he himself did offer material sacrifice. And f SECT. 
the words used by David do not prove, that material sacri- 
fices offered at Jerusalem were not true sacrifices, no more 
do the words of Clement prove, that he did not believe the 
Eucharistical Bread and Wine to be a Sacrifice strictly so 
called. I will suppose for once, that Clement had said a 
great deal more than ever our adversaries suppose him to 
have said; as for instance, that God loathes a Mincha, that 
His soul hateth the Eucharist-Sacrifice, and that he who 
offers any material oblation is as he who blesseth an idol. 
Our adversaries would indeed triumph, if any such words 
could be found in the ancients; yet such words as these 
would no more annul the Christian Sacrifice than those Isa.i.11.13; 

_words did the Jewish. [This argument is further pursued te 
Part II. ch. i. sect. ii.] 

[But I labour not so much to prove that Clem. Alexandr. 
was an asserter of the Sacrifice, as that the Church in his 
age, as well as the following, did hold and practise It. And 
to this, Clement himself is a direct witness, in his first book 
of Stromata. For he tells of heretics, “who used bread and 
water only in the oblation ;” and says, this was “ not according 
to the Canon of the Church.” And this I take to be a certain 
proof not only of a material Sacrifice of thanksgiving, both 
in the Church and among the heretics, but of the Church’s 
having a fixed rule or canon, whereby It was to be offered. 
If therefore Clement in his own judgment had been for 
an immaterial Sacrifice only; yet he gives full evidence 
against himself, as one that opposed the Church in this par- 
ticular’. | 

I cannot but once more mention the words of St. Gregory 
Nazianzen*; “ Knowing that no man is worthy of the great 
God and Sacrifice and High-Priest, who has not first pre- 

sented himself a living holy sacrifice to God, and exhibited 
the rational acceptable Sacrifice, and offered to God the sacri- 
fice of praise, and the contrite spirit (which is the only sacri- 
fice which God demands from us), how should I dare offer 
to Him the external Sacrifice, the antitype of the great mys- 
teries, or be invested with the character or title of a Priest ?” 





a * See Preface to Part II. of the Unbloody Sacrifice, p. vii. 
i * a, p. 21. Ap. cnet 
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No words can be more expressive of a visible, real Sacrifice 
offered by a Priest; and he plainly supposes, that all mental 
sacrifices are only preparative or qualifications for offering 
this external Sacrifice ; which consideration does very much 
exalt the nature of the Eucharistical oblation. And yet after 
all he says expressly, that praise and a contrite heart are 
“the only sacrifice’ which God demands. These things 
may at first sight seem very inconsistent, but in reality the 
holy Father speaks very agreeably to himself and to the truth : 
for he does not say, that they are in themselves absolutely 
the only sacrifice, but that they are the only sacrifice which 
God demands from us; that is, which we can furnish out of 
our own stock, or offer of our own abilities. God demands 
the oblation of Christ’s Sacramental Body and Blood; but 
this is a Sacrifice, which He first e¢ toties quoties gives us, 
before we can give it Him; even the material Bread and 
Wine are things, which God must give to us, before we can 
offer them to Him. His Word and Spirit must make the 
Eucharist the Body and Blood, before we can present them 
as such to Him; so long as we are rational, and creatures, 
and enjoy the faculty of speech, we have the sacrifice of 
praise and contrition, ép’ 7piv, to offer to Him of our own, 
when and where we please. And therefore this is the only 
sacrifice God demands, as from ourselves, from within our own 
persons. And if we consider the Church as a body of such 
men, it may be truly said, that the only oblation which they 
can advance as from themselves is that mental sacrifice now 
spoken of; the Body and Blood, and even the Bread and 
Wine, are things which may be said to be ov« éf’ piv, not 
from within us; and therefore this is in some measure ap- 
plicable to the words of Clemens Alexandrinus, just before 
cited: and these words of Gregory are a very plain demon- 
stration, that all the great things said by Cyril of Alexandria 
and others concerning the excellence of internal intellectual 
sacrifices are not at all inconsistent with the belief of a real 
and visible Sacrifice in the Eucharist; for the reader sees, 
that this Father in the very same paragraph does, in such 
words as will admit of no dispute, assert the material Sacrifice 
in the Eucharist, and makes all those internal sacrifices pre- 
viously necessary to the better offering of this; and yet at 
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the same time says, that praise and a contrite heart are the s E © T. 


only sacrifice which God demands of us”. 

If from single Fathers we turn our eyes to the ancient Of the long 
Liturgies, we shall find them filled with long recitals of God’s peperscat 
power, dominion, providence, and attributes, with Psalms of pepe. 
David, and other hymns from canonical and apocryphal gies 
Scripture, or of a private and more late composure; and 
these were commonly introductory to the Trisagium, and in 
all Liturgies ended with those angelical words; soon after 
which the Priest proceeds to the institution, and then to 
the commemorative oblation, and then to the finishing con- 
secration. Now these particular and very large enumera- 
tions of God’s mercy and care over the whole race of man- 
kind, and especially the Church, were intended to be express 
declarations of the meaning and intentions of Christ Jesus’, 
and His Priest and people’s, instituting and celebrating the 
Eucharist; that it was designed, in an especial manner, to 
be a sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving for the creation 
and preservation and wise government of the world, and 
especially for our redemption by Christ Jesus; and that 
these recitals were very ample and very ancient is to be seen 
in Justin Martyr’s account of the Eucharist, which the reader 
I know our adversaries are willing 
to have men believe, that these acknowledgments and decla- 
rations of God’s power and goodness were the very Sacrifice 
offered in the Communion ; and that by these thanksgivings 
the Bread was sanctified, the Wine was blessed; but this is 
all mistake, as has been sufficiently shewed ; though it must 
be owned that by perpetually translating ev’yapuorety in the 
history of institution by “giving of thanks,” and Justin 
Martyr and Irenzeus’s dptos evyapiotnOeis, “bread over 
which thanks has been given,” the generality of readers 
have taken occasion, to draw such conclusions in their own 


minds. But having already 


> T -have produced sufficient proof 


from the Fathers for a material sacri- . 


fice of praise in the Eucharist; and I 
have considered such particular sayings 
of the ancients, which are but three or 
four, where they seem to assert that the 
sacrifice consists of nothing but words 
and thoughts: and now, allowing them 
these authorities for an immaterial 


shewed how the Bread and 


sacrifice in the Eucharist, what are 

they, if they are laid in the scale 

against so many and clear proofs for a 

Sacrifice of Bread and Wine? But in 

truth none of these are directly against 

of the first and last are for us.—[Ist 
d. 
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Wine were consecrated, and that there was in the ancient 
Church a solemn oblation of them made to God, in com- 
memoration of Christ’s personal Sacrifice, I think it need- 
less now to labour for a proof of that which must, I suppose, 
be allowed to have been sufficiently proved already to all 
such as are impartial inquirers; and therefore I shall at 
present only further observe, that they, who would have the 
prefatory lauds and hymns to be the only Eucharistic Sacri- 
fices of Christians, argue as irrationally as if they should 
undertake to prove, that confession of sin was the only sin- 
offering or trespass-offering used in the temple or tabernacle 
of the Jews; because he that came thither to offer such a 
sacrifice must lay his hand on the beast which he brought 
to be sacrificed, and “so confess his sin :” but as this con- 
fession of sin was in truth no more than a declaring the oc- 
casion of his bringing the sacrifice; so I apprehend, that 
the ancient way of introducing the oblation in the Eucharist, 
with a very ample and special recital of God’s more singular 
blessings and favours, was no more than an express and most 
solemn profession of the Church’s intention, in the Sacrifice 
now to be offered, to do glory to God, to agnize His do- 
minion and other attributes, and to acknowledge all His 
mercies and favours, especially that which was the principal 
and the foundation of the rest, His sending Christ Jesus into 
the world to die for our sins. And that this was the first and 
primary design of the Eucharist they knew, not only from 
the nature of all Sacrifice, but because Christ had instituted 
this to be offered for a memorial of Him; and therefore, 
though it is certain, that evyapiorely and evroyeiv, Edyapioria 
and Evdoyia have the same signification in the history of 
institution and in several of the most ancient writers, and it 
was the Bread and Wine which were blessed or eucharis- 
tized ; yet these words were taken in so extensive a significa- 
tion, as that they were also believed to import blessing and 
praise offered to God, in and by this most sacred institution : 


and indeed the very offering the holy symbols to God was at 


the same time a recognition of God’s goodness and other 
attributes, and a means of procuring the Divine blessing to 
descend upon them; and therefore by the very same aet and 
deed, they blessed God and blessed His creatures. 
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There is a passage in St. Clement of Rome’s first Epistle SECT. 
to the Corinthians, which deserves our particular considera- —— 
tion; the words are4, “ ‘The Sacrifice of praise shall glorify R. of a 
Me, and there is the way in which I will shew him My ous 
salvation.” This is the way in which we shall find our salva- 
tion, that is, Jesus Christ, the High-Priest of our oblations*.” 

This holy Bishop had made a long citation from the fiftieth 
Psalm, in the end whereof are those words, which are at the 
beginning of those now produced by me. Now I suppose it 
will be easily granted, that by “the Sacrifice of praise” St. 
Clement meant the Eucharist; and indeed this is the only 
Sacrifice of praise, in which we can in any tolerable sense 
be said to “find the salvation of God.” In the former part 
of this Psalm, God had declared He would reject the bloody 
sacrifices of the Jews; but lest any one should from hence 
conclude, that no proper Sacrifice was to be offered by God’s 
new people under the Gospel, it is added, ver. 14, “ offer 
unto God thanksgiving, and pay thy vows unto the Most 
High ;” and here in the last verse, “the Sacrifice of praise 
shall glorify Me,” &c.; which St. Clement rightly judged to 
be a prediction of our unbloody oblation. The only question 
then is, whether by the sacrifice of praise we are here to 
understand a material sacrifice. Now as to this point, we 
have elsewhere seen, that this most primitive writer does 
plainly enough teach an oblation of Bread and Wine in the 
Eucharist ; see Sect. I. of this chapter; and our adversaries 
themselves own an offering made of Bread and Wine, though 
they cannot allow it to have been any essential part of the 
Eucharist in St. Clement’s time: there remains therefore 
nothing to be considered under this head, but only, whether 
it be more probable, that Clement here speaks of a material 
or an immaterial Sacrifice of praise ; and the only way I know 
to determine this question is, to examine how the expression 
was taken in all religious writings before and in his time; 
for it is not reasonable to suppose that St. Clement would 
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d N.B. St. Clement cites thesé 
words according to the Greek trans- 
lation. Now the LXX read mat for 


the present M3} and we translating 
from the Hebrew, as it now stands, 


have ‘he that offereth,’ instead of ‘the 


Sacrifice ;’ ;’ and further the LXX read 
py for the present by, and so we 


have ‘he that ordereth it aright,’ in- 
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CHAP. pretend to stamp a new sense upon it; or if he had, he 
= Ae goal certainly have hinted so much to us. 
The Scrip. | Now it is certain, the current sense of “a sacrifice of 
Seta praise,” before and to St. Clement’s time, was an animal or 
fice of some other visible thing offered to God, as a testimony of 
pe gratitude. This it infallibly signifies wherever it is used 
in the Law of Moses; for a sacrifice of praise or thank- 
offering (which is the same thing; it is. styled Oucla aivécews 
by the LXX in Leviticus, as well as Psalm 1.) was only one 
sort of peace-offering, and this peace-offering was either a 
Lev. iii, bullock or sheep or goat. But if it was intended for a sacrifice 
of praise or a thank-offering, the votary was directed to offer 
Ley. vii. with it “cakes unleavened, mingled with oil,” &c. * And the 
a flesh of the sacrifice of peace-offering for thanksgiving shall 
be eaten the same day that it is offered ;” and again to the 
Lev. xxii, Same purpose, “ When ye will offer a sacrifice of thanksgiving 
2%, 80. unto the Lord, offer it at your own will. On the same day 
it shall be eaten up.” So it signifies again in the story of 
2Chron. Hezekiah, who bade the people “ bring sacrifices and thank- 
| ata offerings into the house of the Lord; and the congregation 
brought sacrifices and thank-offerings, and as many as were 
of a free heart, burnt-offerings :” 
2Chron. have of Manasseh’s conversion, it is said, “ He repaired the 
Xxxili. 16. : A 
altar of the Lord, and sacrificed thereon peace-offerings 
(ch. xxii, and thank-offerings.” [And the Prophet Jeremiah speaks 
rag of them that should “bring a sacrifice of praise into the 
house of the Lord.’”?] The word translated here in the two 
last places ‘thank-offerings’ is in the Hebrew ny jn, that 
is, ‘praises’ in the abstract; and yet I apprehend, that no 
rational man can doubt but that it signifies animal sacri- 
fices. The “ sacrifice of thanksgiving with leaven” mentioned 
Amos iv. 5, must of necessity be material. We are told that 
1 Mac.iv.56. at the feast of dedication the people “ offered burnt-offer- 
ings, and sacrificed the sacrifice of deliverance and praise or 
peace-offerings, and thank-offerings ;” there are but three 
other places that occur to me in the Old Testament, where 
this expression is used; in Psalm cvii. 22; exvi. 17; and 
Jonah ii. 9. In these three places, vocal praises are added to 
the sacrifice of thanksgiving; but sure, when the Psalmist 
wishes that men would “ offer to God the sacrifice of thanks- 


again, in the account we © 
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_ giving, and tell out His works with gladness ;” and when he grcr 
says of himself, “I will offer the sacrifice of thanksgiving, — 
and call upon the Name of the Lord ;” he could not intend, 

by exhorting others to express their gratitude in words as 

well as by dumb sacrifices, and by doing the same himself, 

that the verbal praise or devotion should annihilate the 
animals that were to be offered on such occasions. He only 
desires, that men would not content themselves with offering 

the carcase of a dead beast, but that they would with their 
tongues express their good dispositions toward God; and he 
resolves to do so himself; and the same must be said of 
Jonah, who, in the whale’s belly, promises not only to ‘ sacri- 

fice,” but to do it with a “voice of thanksgiving” and to 

“pay his vows.” The Psalmist and Jonah were born and 

bred Jews; and therefore, when they speak of sacrifice or 

the sacrifice of praise, they must in equity be understood 

to use those words in the sense, which God by His Law had 

given to them; in that sense, which the common use of the 
Jewish people had impressed upon them; unless there be 

some very obvious and cogent reason to the contrary: but 

in these places there is no such reason; nay, Jonah expressly 

adds ‘ vows ;’ and these were ever some material things offered 

to God, either in order to obtain some blessing, or to thank 

God for the receipt of it: and therefore I may conclude, that 

in the Old Testament a sacrifice of praise or thanksgiving 
perpetually signifies. something that is material; for it is 
evident, that David at the offering sacrifice did use vocal 
devotions. When he “offered burnt-offerings and peace- 1 Chron. 
offerings,” he “called upon the Name of the Lord ;” nay, “he , pe ek 
appointed certain of the Levites to record, and thank, and xvi. 4. 37. 
praise the Name of the Lord; and he left Zadok the Priest ates: 
to offer burnt-offermgs, and Heman and Jeduthun to give 
thanks unto the Name of the Lord,’ yet no man will in 
common sense conclude, that the material sacrifices were by 

this means annulled, or converted into hymns and psalms. 

“The Sacrifice of praise” is mentioned but once in the New 
Testament, viz. Heb. xiii. 15; and I can see no reason, why 

it may not there be taken in the same sense that did formerly 
belong to it; I do not mean for an animal sacrifice, but still 

for a material one; for such a Sacrifice as Christians offered 
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in the Eucharist. Nor does the phrase here added, viz. the 
“fruit of our lips” (or “the offering of our lips,” for capzrov 
here is allowed to be put for cdpmwua)—this I say does not 
impugn the notion of a material sacrifice of praise, at least 
not such a one as we offer in the Eucharist ; for this is really 
an oblation of the lips, rather than of the hands; it is pre- 
sented to God principally by prayer and praise, and is there- 
fore ‘an offermg of the lips, making confession to God’s 
name.’ It is supposed, that the Apostle took this phrase 
from Hosea xiv. 2, where it is rendered by us, according to 
the present Hebrew copies, ‘the calves of our lips.’ But 
neither does this phrase necessarily import an immaterial 
sacrifice. The Prophet directs the people to address them- 
selves to God, and say, “Take away all iniquity, and receive 
us graciously, so will we render the calves of our lips.” It 
seems to me most probable, that as the words are a form of 
prayer, which the Prophet drew up for the ten tribes to be 
used under their captivity ; so the import of them is, that if 
God would restore them to their native country and to the 
public worship in the temple, they would upon their restora- 
tion render to God those calves, or other sacrifices, which 
their lips had promised or vowed under their captivity. So 


Ps.Ixvi.14. that by ‘the calves of their lips’ we can more probably 


understand nothing than those material sacrifices, which 
the captive Israelites had vowed on condition that God 
would give them the free enjoyment of their country and 
religion. And I shall hereafter have occasion to shew, 
that the oblations made by lay-Christians were sometimes 
called vows, and that too very properly; so that, im a word, 
I can see no shadow of reason, why a sacrifice of praise 
must have quite another signification in the writings of St. 
Paul and his fellow-labourer St. Clement, from what it 
has through the Old Testament. Nor can I see any other 
cause, why men when they hear mention of a sacrifice of 
praise should presently form an idea of some invisible and 
immaterial oblation, than that which Quakers have, when 
they hear of “the Spirit” and “the Body of Christ,” pre- 
sently to apply it to their “light within;” or than others 
have, when they hear of “ praying by the Spirit,” to apply that 
phrase to praying without premeditation; or when they hear 
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_the word ‘ presbytery,’ to have in their minds a notion of ten SECT. 
or a dozen grave men, perfectly of the same order and au- — 2" 
thority, and that. have the gift of speaking extempore both 
to God and men: and the reason is only this, that they have 
many years used to link together these words and these 
ideas, and they are so much under the power of prejudice, 
that they know not how to turn their thoughts mto a new 
track. If it be said, that Christ came to instruct us “to 
worship God in spirit ;” and that therefore the phrases of 
the Old Testament, when used in the New, must be taken 
in a spiritual sense; all this I readily own. But then by 
‘spirit’? I do not think we are to understand worshipping 
God without any thing that is material. I can see no reason 
why our Sacrifices must be more immaterial than our Sacra- 
ments. We worship God in spirit, when our minds go along 
with our outward actions and words, and when we see and 
acknowledge those promises to be fulfilled by the Gospel, 
which were veiled under types and enigmatical predictions 
in the Law and the Prophets. Men may pretend, and may 
by mistake believe, that, while they contend for an imma- — 
terial sacrifice in opposition to a material one, they do it out 
of true judgment and a well-informed zeal, which teaches them 
to prefer the inward affections and dispositions of the heart 
before every thing that is external: and it is upon this very 
pretence that a very great number of our people despise or 
neglect Sacraments; and others cry out against them as the 
very dust of the serpent. But sure, by asserting a material 
Sacrifice, so tremendous a Sacrifice as that I have been de- 
scribing, we do not at all lessen the value of any internal 
grace or the necessity of a pious life and conversation ; nay, 
we believe, that, by endeavouring to raise the dignity of Sa- 
craments to the primitive Apostolical standard, we take the 
most effectual course to promote solid piety and practical 
Christianity. There is no argument like that of experience ; 
piety never thrived so mightily in the Church of Christ as 
during those times, when that doctrine of the Eucharist, 
which I now plead for, did universally prevail: and on the 
contrary, we justly complain of the great degeneracy of the 
present generation of men, who call themselves Christians ; 
and certainly one radical cause of this degeneracy is the very 
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low opinion, which men have entertained of the Sacraments, 
and particularly of the Eucharist ; which was of old esteemed, 
and certainly was, while duly practised, the most prevalent 
and efficacious method of addressing our services to God, 
and of drawing down blessings from Him upon ourselves. 
A man of the present age may please himself with an 
opinion, that if he do but “praise the Name of God” and 
“magnify it with thanksgiving” proceeding from his tongue 
and heart, he offers a better sacrifice to God than if he 
sacrificed “a bullock which hath horns and hoofs ;” and he 
may conceit that the Sacrifice of the Eucharist is no better 
than that of a dead animal; nay, our adversaries have en- 
deavoured to represent the latter as more valuable than the 
former: but certainly the royal Psalmist would never have 
drawn any comparison between a sacrifice that men can com- 
pose and offer by their own inherent powers and faculties, 
and a Sacrifice that was contrived by the Son of God Him- 
self, and which He invigorates with perpetual streams of 
Divine grace, and has made the standing ordinance, whereby 
His merits are to be solicited, conveyed, and applied to the 
souls of men. This brings me to shew, 

2. That the other end of this Sacrifice is, to procure Divme 
blessings and especially pardon of sin. In the first respect 
it is propitiatory, in the second expiatory, by virtue of its 
principal, the grand Sacrifice. I join both of them together 
to render the citation of the authorities less tedious to my 
reader and myself; for the proofs of both these particulars 
are intermixed with each other, as the reader will perceive 
by a perusal of them. I begin with the words of St. Chry- 
sostom!; “When the whole people and the body of the Clergy 
stand with hands stretched out, and the tremendous mystery 
is placed in open view, how can we do otherwise than prevail 
with God?” and he takes it very ill of some in his days, 
who thought§, that “‘ when the Sacrifice was in [the Priests’ ] 
hands, and all things being ordered in a decorous manner — 
lay in open view,” yet that the commemoration of Martyrs 
was “mere matter of form; then,’”? as he adds, “ other 
things are matters of form, the oblations made for the 
Priests and the body of the people; but God forbid, all 
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these things are done with faith.” St. Augustine wonders", 
“why in this one Sacrifice for sin the people should be in- 
vited to drink the blood ;” whereas they were forbidden it 
in all the sacrifices under the Law. He calls iti “the only 
Sacrifice of our salvation :” for he supposes it the same, which 
Christ offered in the original Eucharist. Nay, he says in com- 
mendation of his mother Monica‘, “She desired daily to be 
remembered at the Altar, from whence she knew That Victim 
was dispensed, by Which the hand-writing against us is blotted 
out.” “Now,” says St. Ambrose}, “ Christ is offered, He offers 
Himself as a Priest to remit our sins, here in effigy, there in 
verity, where He intercedes as an advocate to His Father 
for us.” Ephrem Syrus affirms, that™ “when the tremen- 
dous mysteries are offered, and the Priest makes a prayer 
for all, (meaning between the consecration and distribution,) 
then those souls, which make their approaches, receive a 
purification from all their sins through those tremendous 
mysteries.” Cyril of Jerusalem tells us", “when the spiri- 
tual victim, the unbloody Sacrifice is finished, then we sup- 
plicate God over this Sacrifice of propitiation or expiation, 
(‘Aacyov,) for the common peace of the Churches, for the 
well-ordering of the world, for kings, for soldiers, &e.—and 
to say all at once, for all that want our assistance ;” and 
again®, “ We offer Christ slain for our sins, propitiating God 
for them [the people,] and for ourselves.” Eusebius, speak- 
ing of some Bishops, who were not sufficient masters of elo- 
quence to harangue the emperor and his court at a public 
congress, says’, that “they propitiated the Deity with the 
unbloody victims, the mystic Sacrifices, for the common 
peace, for the Church of God, for the emperor himself, 
offermg supplicatory prayers for the royal issue;” and at 
another place4, “We offer the loaves of shew-bread, and 
the blood of sprinkling, of the Lamb of God, Which taketh 
away the sins of the world, Which expiates our souls, when 
we renew the salutary memorial.” St. Cyprian" expresses 
his indignation against some that had lapsed in time of per- 
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‘CHAP. secution, for that they attempted surreptitiously to take the 
2 Sacrament, “ before their sins were expiated, before they had 
made public confession of their crimes, before their con- ~ 
science was cleansed by the Sacrifice and hands of the 
Priest ;” i. e. before the Eucharist had been offered for 
them in particular, and before the Priest had absolved 
them by imposition of hands, as the practice was in that 
age. Origen is very clear in this points. “If these things,” 
says he, “are referred to the great mystery, we shall find — 
that that memorial has the effect of the grand propitiation. 
If you turn your thoughts to that Bread which comes down 
from heaven and gives life to this world, to that Shew-bread 
which God hath set in open view, as being propitiatory by 
faith in His Blood, of which our Lord saith, ‘ offer this for a 
memorial of Me;’ you will find this is the only memorial 
which renders God propitious to men.” And when St. Cle- 
ment of Rome says‘, that “the continual Sacrifice, the vow, 
the offering for sin and transgression, are offered only in 
Jerusalem,” that is, in the Christian Church, as St. Cyril of 
Alexandria very justly explains it, he gives a very illustrious 
testimony to this truth. 

The Liturgies are very full of proof to this purpose; the 
Gregorian prays" for “an acceptance of the gifts, and of 
those who offer them, and for whom they are offered, and of 
all who belong to them; for the redemption of their souls,” 
&e. That of St. Peter, that* “God would bless the Sacri- 
fice, and for the sake of it accept them who offer it ;” and’, 
that “God would bless the gifts which we offer for the whole 
Catholic Church.” In St. Chrysostom’s Liturgy the Priest 
begs2, “that he may be sufficient to offer gifts and Sacrifices 
for his own sins and the errors of the people;” there are 
words to the same effect in the Liturgy of St. Basil*, and in 
the Liturgy of St. James”, which I shall not repeat, but refer 
my reader to them. But the Clementine Liturgy best de- 
serves our notice; and in that the Bishop beseeches God* 
“to look favourably on the gifts, and to send down His Holy 
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Spirit on them; that they who partake of them may be con- 
firmed in godliness, obtain remission of sins,” &c. and then 
goes on “to pray or offer” (these words are indifferently 
used) for all sorts and degrees of men, and for blessings of 
all kinds. But there is one thing very observable on this 
head, and that is; whereas the Liturgy of Clement has these 
intercessions or propitiations for all estates of men, and for 
all Divine blessings, immediately after the oblation and con- 
secration only, the other Liturgies have them interspersed 
throughout: which seems plainly to be a proof, that the 
most primitive Church thought it the only proper time to 
prevail with God for the greatest favours and graces, when 
the Sacrifice was just now consummated and lay in open 
view; and that therefore the higher you go in Church an- 
tiquity, the more clear and agreeable were the notions which 
prevailed concerning the propitiatory and expiatory nature 
of the Eucharist. It seems plain, that the Liturgies used 
by SS. Chrysostom and Cyril of Jerusalem observed the same 
method, that is still extant in the Liturgy of St. Clement ; 
for we have, in the citations just before, seen them expressing 
and justifying these propitiatory devotions, as made when the 
Sacrifice was consecrated. 

There is one proof of the propitiatory nature of the Eu- 
charist, according to the sentiments of the ancient Church, 
which will be thought but only too great; and that is the 
devotions used in the Liturgies, and so often spoken of by the 
Fathers, in behalf of deceased souls. There is, I suppose, no 
Liturgy without them, and the Fathers frequently speak of 
them. St. Chrysostom mentions it*, as an institution of the 
Apostles. St. Augustine asserts*, that such prayers are bene- 
ficial to those who have led lives so moderately good as to 
deserve them. Cyril of Jerusalem mentions‘ a prayer for 
those® who are gone to sleep before us. And St. Cyprian® 
mentions the denial of these prayers, as a censure passed 
upon some men by his predecessors. Tertullian speaks of 
this practice as prevailing in his time‘; and the Constitu- 
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tions* do require Priests and people to use these sorts of — 


devotion for the souls of those that. die in the faith. Ishall 
say nothing of this doctrine: but 

That the ancients did not use these prayers, as if they 
thought of a purgatory ; it is certain this last is a modern 
invention, in comparison of the oblations and prayers of- 
fered by the primitive Church in behalf of their deceased 
brethren. 

They did not allow prayers to be made for such as they 
thought ill men, either as to principles or practice. They 
prayed for the Virgm Mary, Apostles, Patriarchs, &c. and 
such as they believed to be like them. 

They seem to have learned this practice from the Syna- 
gogue; for it is probable the Jews in and before our Sa- 
viour’s time did use it. 

Dr. Whitby has fully proved in his annotation on 2 Tim. 
iv. 4, that the primitive Fathers, and even the Apostles, did 
not believe, that the souls of the faithful are admitted into 
heaven before the day of judgment. It was, I suppose, 
from hence concluded, that they were in the interim in a 
state of expectance, and were capable of an increase of light 
and refreshment. 

Since praying for them while in this state was no where 
forbidden, they judged it therefore lawful; and if it were law- 
ful, no more need be said ; nature will do the rest. 

The only use I make of it is to prove, that the ancients 
believed the Eucharist a propitiatory Sacrifice ; and therefore 
put up these prayers for their deceased friends, in the most 


solemn part of the Eucharistic office, after the symbols had | 


received the finishing consecration: for as no desires are more 
sincere or affectionate than those which we conceive in be- 
half of our deceased friends; so certainly the ancients ad- 
dressed these desires to God in such a manner, as they 
thought most prevalent, that is, by virtue of the Eucharis- 
tical Sacrifice then lying in open view. 

Upon whatever grounds it was, that the primitive Church 
received this custom of praying for the dead, which I am not 
now at leisure to consider so much at large as it deserves ; 
it is certain, they had this notion of the propitiatory nature 
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of the Eucharist from the Scripture, and even from Christ srcT. 
Jesus Himself. For if the Eucharistical Bread and Wine be —1*— 
Christ’s Body and Blood, given and poured out for us; if 

our Saviour did in the institution give the one, and shed the 

other for us; and if He commanded His Apostles and their 
successors for ever after, to do the same as a memorial of 

Him ; then I think it is already sufficiently proved, that the 
Eucharist is a propitiatory Sacrifice. And further, I con- Heb. xiii. 


9, 
ceive the Apostle speaks of the Eucharist, both as a sacrifice igs See 


for sin and a sacrifice of praise, in the thirteenth chapter of #54 
the Epistle to the Hebrews. The Apostle observes, ver. 9, ae gE 
that “it is good, the heart be established with grace, not with ristical. 
[such] meats,” [as peace-offerings, unleavened bread, and the 

like] “ which have not profited them who have been occupied 
therein.” Now I must confess by “ grace,” as opposed to those 

meats which the Law prescribed, I think it most reasonable to 
understand the Eucharistical Bread and Wine. I have for- 

merly observed, that Clemens Alexandrinus and others sup- 

pose the Sacrament to be called the Eucharist! from the 

Divine grace communicated to it and byit. And it is pretty 

plain, that even the lay-oblations pass by this name™. Much 2Cor.viii., 
more credible is it, that the offered and consecrated symbols a 
should have this honourable title given to them. I apprehend, 
therefore, that in these words the Apostle exhorts Christians 

not to trouble themselves, if the infidel Jews drove them from 

their temple and sacrifices; and advises them to keep close 

to the Christian Church, where they might be sure to “eat 

the Bread of God,’ and to receive such meats as would in- 

deed “establish the heart.” In the tenth verse the Apo- 

stle advises the Hebrew Christians to comfort themselves with 

this, that they had in the Church ‘an Altar,’ of the Sacrifice 

offered whereon the Jews remaining in their infidelity “had 

no power to eat,” no, though they “served the tabernacle or 
temple” in the quality of Priests or Levites. The reason 

given by the Apostle, why neither the Priests nor people of 

the Jews had any right to eat any thing that came from the 
Christian Altar, was, that the Sacrifice there offered was not 

only a sacrifice for sin, such as was offered in behalf of any 
subordinate magistrate or common person ; the main of which 
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CHAP. was to be eaten by the Priests: but such a sin-offering, as was . 
—— enjoined for the Priests and the whole congregation, when : 
2235. they had been guilty of any actual transgression against the | 
ver. 5.16. Law of God; such an offering for sin, as that “ the blood 
- ver. 13,21. was carried into the sanctuary” and “ the body burnt with- 
out the camp,” and that therefore it was such a Sacrifice, as 
the Jewish Priests were not to taste of, much less the people, 
according to the prescripts of their own Law. They who by | 
the “ Altar’ would understand the Cross, and by “ eating” the | 
receiving Christ by faith; as they give us a very frigid and 

jejune explication of the Apostle’s words, and suppose that 
for which they have no grounds in Scripture, viz. that eating 
of Christ Jesus denotes bare faith in Him ; so they can never 
reconcile this notion to the Apostle’s reasonings and asser- 

tions: for if by eating of the Sacrifice the Apostle meant 

only believing the virtue and power of it; then it cannot be 
said, that the Priest and people did not in this sense eat of 
the body of those sacrifices, whose blood was carried into the : 
sanctuary. For if they believed their own Law, they must : 
Lev. xvii. believe that “the blood made atonement for the soul;” and 
rE if by believing in Christ we eat Him, then they, in believing 
the efficacy of their sacrifices, might, in the same manner 
and by the same figure, be said to eat their sacrifices. There- 

fore I take the words of the Apostle in their most obvious 

and natural sense. I doubt not but by the “ Altar’ he meant 

what all Christian writers did for many hundred ‘years next 

after him; and by “eating of” or from “it,” I understand 

an oral participation of the Sacrifice offered upon it. And I 

conceive, I have given sufficient reason for taking the text in 

this sense. And they that will run off from the literal 
meaning of any text, purely to indulge their fancies, or to 

serve a present turn, cannot be said to consult the honour 

of those holy records. | 

[ Nay, they do in effect contradict a certain truth contained 
in these sacred books. For there we are assured that Jesus 

Christ was sent first to the Jews. But nowif they who served 

the tabernacle had no right to eat from the Christian Altar, 

and if eating from the Christian Altar signify only believing, 

then it must follow that they who served the tabernacle had 

no right to believe in Christ; whereas in truth they had a 
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right in this respect prior to the Gentiles. If it be said, while 
they served the tabernacle they had no right to believe, I 
answer yes. All infidels have not only a right, but are under 
a command to believe in Christ. | 

I conceive, that by “ the Sacrifice of praise,” ver. 15, I have 
already proved, that St. Clement, who was the Apostle’s fel- 
low-labourer, meant the Eucharist ; and it is probable that 
he learned this language from St. Paul, by whom he was 
instructed in the Christian faith, and in the doctrine and 
method of celebrating the holy Eucharist. Several Protes- 
tants by “the Sacrifiee of praise” do understand the alms 
offered at the Eucharist; and these are certainly material 
sacrifices; unless you will suppose, the Apostle intended 
such alms, as St. James speaks of, “be ye clothed, and be 
filled :” for such alms best fit the notions of those, who will 
allow Christians no Sacrifice but what is spiritual; and be- 
lieve nothing to be spiritual but what is immaterial. “ He 
that giveth alms sacrificeth praise,’ saith LEcclesiasticus, 
chap. xxxv. ver. 2, that is, he offereth a material sacrifice 
of thanksgiving; he does a thing as acceptable to God, as 
if he presented Him with some brute animal to express his 
gratitude; and much more may they be said to do this, who 
offer to God the most valuable oblation that was ever offered 
by mere men, I mean, the Eucharistical Body and Blood of 
Christ. But if our adversaries are for confining these words 
of St. Paul merely to the lay-oblation ; yet I hope, when he 
speaks of “ communicating” in the next verse, this may be ex- 
tended to the whole office of the Eucharist ; I am sure it is 
so now among us; and I will add, that it was so in the 
primitive Church. For in the canons of one council, and 
that I think the very earliest, whose constitutions are come 
down to us, (I mean that of Eliberis, held A.D. 305,) the holy 
Sacrament is called ‘ the Communion’ fifty times, or very near 
it. And if the canons of this council be genuine, this shews 
that ‘Communion’ and ‘communicate’ were words used in 
the same sense in that age that they are in this; and that 
this was then a very familiar way of speaking. And the 
Apostle, in the next words, declares what he had been speak- 
ing of to be sacrifices, and “ such sacrifices as God is well 
pleased with.” We are sure the alms were material; and 
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OF 4 P. why the other particulars should be deemed to be immaterial, 
Hor WE. REE TIT. 

And thus having finished my proof of the Eucharistical 
and propitiatory nature of the Christian Sacrifice; I think 
it seasonable, before I close this chapter, to consider such 
exceptions as have [been] or may be made against it, as here 
asserted to be propitiatory and expiatory. I have already 
in the first Section answered or prevented those objections, 
which may be raised against it, as if it were a repetition of — 
the grand Sacrifice; and have shewed, that it is not the 
repetition of the satisfaction made on the cross, but only of 
that oblation made by Christ in instituting this memorial. 
Yet still it may be thought by some, that in pretending to 
offer an expiatory Sacrifice, after the all-sufficient and most 
satisfactory Sacrifice offered by Christ, we lessen and depress 
the value and merits of It. 

The Sacri- But I must confess, I do not perceive any force in this 


Sf argument against the expiatory nature of the Eucharist any 


no dimint- more than against the expiatory nature of the sacrifices offered 

a by God’s direction before or under the Law. If God had seen 

the cross. it necessary, in order to preserve the honour and esteem due 
to the grand Sacrifice, that no other oblation offered to Him 
should be looked upon to be an expiation for sin; He would 

Lev. xvii. surely never have expressly told the Israelites, that “by the | 

ee blood of their sacrifices an atonement was made.” He would : 
rather have told them, that instead of sacrificing they ought 
to believe in that grand Sacrifice, which was hereafter to 
come; which was the only method, upon the supposition of 
our adversaries, to have secured the value and esteem, which 
men ought to have for the personal Sacrifice of Christ Jesus. : 
And then to suppose that the faint shady types and figures 
of the Law should be of greater force and efficacy than what 
the ancients thought to be a completive Sacrifice under the 
Gospel, than a Sacrifice instituted with the mouth and hands 
of the Son of God Himself, is a doctrine very hard to be 
digested by those that have a hearty esteem for the Gospel 
Sacraments and the Founder of them. And 1 cannot but 
say on this occasion, that some great men, who have asserted 
the Eucharist to be a real Sacrifice but not propitiatory, 
have in this respect been more cautious than argute. For if 
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there ever was a sacrifice, truly so called, that was not propiti- SECT. 
atory, it is what I am yet to learn. And I cannot but think, se 
that I have sufficiently consulted the honour of the grand 
Sacrifice, by asserting and proving that the Eucharist was 
never intended for the making a new satisfaction for the sins 
of men; that this cannot, in the nature of things, be done 
again; “for Christ, being once dead, dieth no more; death 
hath no more dominion over Him.” We do no more in 
the Eucharist than what we firmly believe Christ hath com- 
manded to be done over and again until His second coming. 
We shew forth His death, only as He Himself did, when He 
previously gave His Body and Blood to God before His 
crucifixion. And we believe Christ Jesus Himself to be a 
more proper judge in what degree and by what means we 
are to secure the honour of His personal Sacrifice, than the 
whole rational world beside. 

It may further be said, that since so perfect a satisfaction 
has been made by the one oblation of Christ; all further 
propitiations and expiations must, to say the least, be per- 
fectly unnecessary. To which I humbly reply, that 

If by calling the Eucharist a propitiatory or expiatory Sa- The Sacri- 
crifice, 1 am understood to mean, that we add to the merits rea atip 
of our Saviour’s death and sufferings; I must disclaim and pedicel 
protest against all such thoughts and notions. It is the umneces- 
natural Blood of Christ, Which is the inexhaustible treasure ‘es 3 
of all those blessings that can be derived to us by the Eucha- 
rist, or by any other means. Whatever power or efficacy is 
ascribed to the Eucharist, flows wholly from the original 
Sacrifice. And yet we cannot think the Eucharistical Sacri- 
fice needless ; because the personal Sacrifice of Christ did not 
and could not absolutely and actually discharge all Chris- 
tians from the guilt of their sins. For there were many, I 
may say, infinitely many sins, that were not yet committed, 
when Christ was crucified; and I suppose none but the 
rankest Antinomians will say, that sins are forgiven before 
they are committed. Nay, I conceive, I am like to have no 
adversaries, but such as will readily own, that sin cannot be 
forgiven, until they who are guilty of it have sincerely re- 
pented and used the proper methods of obtaining pardon; 
and that therefore, if Christ Jesus have instituted any Sacri- 
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fice as necessary to be offered in order to obtain this pardon, 
we are never to presume that we have gained the end, until 
we have used the means. In a word, all Christians, with 
whom I am now arguing, will grant, that Christ purchased 
forgiveness and other blessings by His death, conditionally 
only; and that until we have complied with these conditions, 
we have no reason to expect these blessings ; 

In order therefore to procure pardon of sin or any other 


‘mercy, which we hope to receive by the shedding of His 


Blood, these two things are necessary ; 

1. That we apply ourselves to God in a proper manner; 
and if He have directed us in what manner to do it, we are 
to seek for no other. God decreed from the beginning, that 
the death of Christ should be the means of all that pardon 
and other graces and favours, which He intended for His 
Church and people. Yet this did not hinder Him from 
instituting sacrifices, whereby men should apply themselves 
to Him, in order to have these graces and favours imparted 
to them ; and though He hath now abolished all other sacri- 
fices, yet I have shewed, that He has enjoined a new one in 
their stead, And since the sins of Christians are more ex- 
ceeding sinful than those of other men, as being committed 
against a more clear and full light than was ever enjoyed by 
others ; therefore it seems reasonable, that they should make 
this application to God for pardon, by more valuable and 
powerful sacrifices, than others did or could. And since the 
mercies we expect are more great and weighty than any men, 
before Christ’s coming, had any reason with confidence to ask 
of God; therefore the Sacrifice offered by us ought in reason 
to be of greater price and more full of persuasion than theirs 
were; and Christ hath accordingly furnished us with such a 
Sacrifice, even that of His spiritual Body and Blood. The 
Apostle excellently well teaches us this truth, when he tells 
us, that “God hath set forth Christ to be a propitiation,” or 
rather a “ propitiatory ;’ that is, Christ is to us, what the 
mercy-seat was to the Jews. Now the Jews were never the 
better for the mercy-seat, if they did not apply themselves 
to it in the method, which God by His Law had preseribed. 
And the method of making approach to the merey-seat was 
by offering sacrifice, and sprinkling the blood thereof upon 
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the vail, which was drawn before this throne, where the srcrT. 
Divine Majesty did in so peculiar a manner reside; and our —1 _ 
“Saviour has directed us where and how we are to make our “°"” 
addresses to Him, as our mercy-seat ; and that is by offering 
the memorial, which He Himself hath appointed. And it is 
strange, that Christians can think of making application to 
their mercy-seat in a less solemn manner, than the Jews did 
to theirs. The Apostle further tells us, that Christ is our pro- 
_ pitiatory, ‘through faith in His blood ;”’ because faith is not 
only necessary to qualify us for pardon, but even for the 
application that is to be made for this purpose. But faith 
of itself can no more pardon a Christian that is baptized, 
than a catechumen that is not. We are justified by faith ; 
because we are by faith led to Baptism and to the Eucha- 
ristical Sacrifice. But when we live in an age, wherein men 
are made to believe, that faith pardons, justifies, and saves 
men ; it cannot be wondered, that men slight and disparage 
all other means: but God be thanked, that neither the Scrip- 
tures, nor the Church, teach us this doctrine; but it is a false 
conclusion that men draw from the Scriptures, to save them- 
selves the pains of using any other means. It appears then 
very evidently, that, notwithstanding Christ’s death, yet par- 
don and other evangelical mercies cannot be obtained with- 
out particular application made to God; that the application 
made by Christians ought to be rather in a more solemn and 
prevalent manner than was ever used by others; that never 
any people did make application for pardon and other great 
favours, after they were once in covenant with God, but by 
Sacrifice. It therefore seems just and reasonable, that we 
should do it m the same manner; and it is very evident, 
that the Christians of the first and purest ages did thus 
make their application. It ought further to be considered, 
that nothing within, no external action performed by any 
person in behalf of himself, can properly be said to be pro- 
pitiatory or expiatory ; the assiduous sincere performance of 
any duty undoubtedly inclines God to be merciful and pro- 
pitious to us; but no man ought to depend on any action 
of his own, for the procuring an actual application of pardon 
to himself. It is agreed on all hands, that the merit and 
- satisfaction, whereby our sins are forgiven, flow purely from 
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the grand Sacrifice; but I am now speaking of the actual 
application of these merits and this satisfaction, which was 
the end for which all sacrifices under the Law and the Eu- 
charistical Sacrifice under the Gospel were appoimted by 
God. And it is I suppose very evident, that none was ever 
allowed to make expiation for himself, by any thing that he 
was capable of doing as a private person. The High-Priest, 
when he had sinned, was indeed to expiate his own fact; but 
it was by virtue of an external sacrifice, instituted by God 
for this purpose; not by any prayer, or faith, or internal 
act of religion. He was to apply himself to God “by the 
blood of other” creatures, to shew, that nothing which pro- 
ceeds ab intus, from within ourselves, can either make satis- 
faction for our sins, or make application of the satisfaction 
made by another. Moses indeed seems to have made atone- 
ment for Aaron and the people by prayer, but not for him- 
self, for he was innocent; but this too seems to have been 
done, before the tabernacle and altar were erected and the 
priesthood instituted, and consequently before there was 
any solemn sacrifice appointed for this purpose; and it was 
in a case too, where the intended High-Priest Aaron had 
polluted himself by idolatry, and so had been under an in- 
capacity for executing his office, if he had received his in- 
auguration; and this therefore can never prove, that any 
particular person, or any body of men, can effectually apply 
themselves to God for pardon by virtue of their own prayers, 
or other good deeds, or even by faith in Christ, without using 
that method of application which God hath ordained: Far 
be it from me to say or think, that God hath tied His own 
hands, so as that He will accept of no other manner of 
address, when He sees a just reason for it; but what I say 
is, that neither prayer nor any mere internal act of the mind 
was ever appointed by God, either to make satisfaction or 
expiation, or to apply it to our souls; though we ought in 
reason or charity to believe, that in defect of the outward 
means God accepts what we are capable of doing. David 
indeed had no occasion to make use of sacrifice; for he had 
his pardon notified to him by an express revelation. And 
though the son of Sirach says, that “to depart from evil 
is a propitiation ;” yet in the next words he advises the 
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zi reader “ not to appear before the Lord empty,” that is, with- SECT. 


outa sacrifice; by which he lets us know, that when he calls re- ae 


pentance “ proniintion he means, it is a most excellent quali- xxxv. 3, 4. 


fication to prepare us to appear before God, in order to have 
our sins expiated. I conclude, that neither prayer, nor faith, 
nor any other act or deed of ours, can be expiatory in any 
sense; by them no satisfaction can be made; nor did God 
ever intend them to be the ordinary means of applying the 
merits of the grand Sacrifice; if He had, Sacraments would 
have been needless things, as well as ssc pee and this 
brings me to speak of, 

2. The other thing necessary for the receiving pardon of 
our sin, or any other benefit of Christ’s Passion; and this 
must be some Divine act passed by God the Father, Son, or 
Holy Ghost towards us. — For since it is evident to a demon- 
stration, that the purchase of Christ’s death was not, could not 
be actually applied by either of these three Divine Persons, 
at the time of offering the grand Sacrifice; therefore it fol- 
lows, that it must be applied from time to time, as occasion 
requires. And it is extremely vain and groundless to sup- 
pose, that any particular man can perform this Divine act of 
applying the merits of Christ’s death to himself. It is an 
act of God, Who has the sole power of pardoning or con- 
ferring any spiritual grace upon His creatures; and since 
God does it not by express revelations made from time to 
time to His creatures, it is very evident, He performs 
it to Jews and heathens upon their conversion, in and by 
Baptism ; to those that are already members of His Church, 
in and by the Eucharist. These are holy solemn actions, in 
which the Christian Priest is ordained to act “for men in 
things pertaining to God ;” and they who are duly admitted 
by him to be “partakers of the Altar” or to be guests at 
the Lord’s Table, by the holy action which he there performs 
by a Divine authority, and according to the instructions given 
him by “the High-Priest of our oblations,” have the pardon of 
their sins sealed to them, and are put or continued in the 
possession of all those graces and benefits, which Christ by 
dying merited for us. This shews, that prayer or faith can- 

not impart these blessings to us, for they are our own 
acts; whereas the forgiveness of sin and the communication 
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of all spiritual mercies must be performed by God; and the 
usual method in which God performs these acts is in and by 
the Sacraments. And though Sacraments are administered 
by the hands of men; yet I have shewed, that according to 
the judgment of the ancients grounded upon Holy Scripture, 
the Spirit of God does, by His particular power there present, 
render the elements effectual to the ends for which they are 
intended. Great things are said of prayer in the Holy Scerip- 
tures, and all blessings promised to those who duly practise 
it; but I apprehend, that all judicious men will acknowledge, 
that they are the prayers of the Church, put up in public 
assemblies, to which these promises are made, rather than 
the private prayers of single Christians; which though they 
are a necessary duty, yet have not assurance of being ac- 
cepted in that degree, that public prayers have; and I must 
add, that the public prayers of the Church, for all the most 
valuable and desirable blessings, were addressed to God in 
the primitive Church in the Eucharistical office or Liturgy, 
and were offered in virtue of the Sacrifice lying in open view. 
So that all those proofs for the prevalence of prayer were in 
reality evidences of the propitiatory nature of the Eucharist, 
in the judgment of the ancients; and that which gave wings 
and vigour to these prayers was the Sacrifice offered with 
_ them and by them. 
Our adversaries agree, that the Sacramental Body and 
Blood of Christ do convey pardon and all the benefits of 
Christ’s death to the souls of the receivers; and if they allow 
that these mercies are bestowed by the Sacrament, they must 
allow that there we must apply ourselves to God for them ; 
or else they must say, that God bestows these mercies with- 
out any application made to Him: but none of our adver- 
saries will say this; for they all use prayer for pardon and 
grace, in celebrating the Lord’s Supper; and I cannot for 
my life conceive, how it can lessen the grand Sacrifice more, 
to apply ourselves to God by exhibiting the Eucharistical 
Bread and Wine, than by offering what our adversaries call 
the spiritual Sacrifice of prayer. Why is it a diminution to 
the personal Sacrifice of Christ, to offer a Sacrifice in the — 
Eucharist ? why because, say our adversaries, it supposes 
that Christ’s personal Sacrifice was not sufficient for the 
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pardon and salvation of men. If they be asked, how this SECT. 
follows, or how the Sacrifice of the Eucharist supposes the 
personal Sacrifice to be insufficient; they must say, that if 
we thought the personal Sacrifice sufficient we would use no 
other. Now the answer is obvious, that our Sacrifice is not 
offered to render the original Sacrifice more meritorious or 
more satisfactory, but to apply the benefit of It to particular 
men; and in order to this application, we believe a material 
Sacrifice necessary to be used: our adversaries own, by their 
practice at least, that what they call a spiritual Sacrifice is 
necessary for this purpose; else why do they pray for pardon 
and grace in the Eucharist? and it is impossible to assign 
any reason, why the offering of prayer for the application of 
the merits of Christ’s death should not as much impeach the 
sufficiency of It, as offering Bread and Wine. Certainly he, 
who in the Eucharist prays for pardon of sin and grace to 
amend his life, does as effectually declare that he does not 
think that the benefits of the grand Sacrifice were applied 
all at once, and that Christians were finally perfected by the 
personal oblation, as he who offers the Eucharistical Body 
and Blood. And neither do they offer the one, nor we the 
other, as if we thought the satisfaction defective; but only 
for the deriving and applying the all-sufficient merits of 
Christ to the souls of particular men. Our adversaries must 
own, that they offer a spiritual Sacrifice to this end ; and we 
do with the primitive Church believe, that our prayers are to 
be supported by the material oblation of Christ’s Sacramental 
Body and Blood; and we cannot conceive, how our Sacrifice 
does impair or lessen the virtue of Christ’s death more than 
theirs. And since it is allowed by our adversaries, that the 
effects of Christ’s death are communicated by the Eucharis- 
tical Body and Blood to all that duly receive them; this is 
another tacit acknowledgment, that the grand Sacrifice does 
not set aside the necessity of a particular application; and 
that faith and prayer being human actions are not sufficient 
to make this application, but that it must be done by some 
Divine action; and where God does perform this action 
toward baptized Christians otherwise than in the Eucharist, 
I apprehend they will scarce undertake to inform us. They 
may say, that this application may be made by God in the 
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CHAP, Eucharist, considered as a Sacrament only, not as a Sacri- 
i. _ fice; but then they must suppose, that God makes this ap- 
plication to us, without any application made by us to Him. 
For we cannot apply ourselves to God otherwise than by 
Sacrifice. Our adversaries grant this; but they assert this 
to be only a mental Sacrifice of prayer, faith, and such like 
inward devotions ; and granting this, yet it is evident, that 
the Sacrament without some sort of Sacrifice is not sufficient 
for the application of Christ’s merits; and whether this 
Sacrifice consist only of such internal actions of the mind, or 
of the Body and Blood of Christ there represented, I leave to 
be determined by Scripture and antiquity, which I have proved _ 
to be with us in this particular. It is therefore sufficiently 
clear, that God does apply the effects of the great Sacrifice 
to us in the Eucharist; and that in order to obtain this ap- 
plication, we must first apply to Him by Sacrifice, even the 
Sacrifice of Christ’s Body and Blood. It is evident, that 
before the death of Christ, pardon was imparted to the Jews 
by the oblation of the sacrifice for sin, no part of which was 
returned to the lay-offerer ; but Christ hath provided, that 
our offering for sin should be shared out among all that 

attend this Sacrifice, as a token of God’s acceptance of it. . 
Application But in some cases it seems pretty clear, that the ancients 
orate of Were of opinion, that the application of the merits of Christ’s 


merits of 


Christ's qe death might be made by virtue of the oblation only, without 


by oblation eating and drinking the Eucharistical Body and Blood; as 

only, in : , d ; 

some cases, for instance, to those who, by banishment, imprisonment for 

without. Christ’s sake, or other violent means, were debarred from 

munion. the privilege of actual communion. As the case of such was 
always particularly recommended to God in the Eucharistical 
service ; so no doubt it was done upon an apprehension, that 
by virtue of this propitiation they had the benefits of Christ’s 
sufferings imparted to them: and we may remember, St. 
Cyprian reprehends the lapsing Christian for attempting to 
communicate, before the Sacrifice had been offered in his 
behalf; that is, before his name had been particularly men- 
tioned in the Eucharistic service, among those penitents who 
were thought fit to be restored to the communion of the 
Church, the time of their penance being well-nigh com- 


pleted. Other cases might be mentioned, whereby it would 
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appear that the ancient Church believed, that men might srcT, 
receive the application and effects of the grand Sacrifice 
without receiving the symbols, though not without the obla- 

tion made for them by name, or however in general terms: 
which is an undeniable proof that they did believe that 
oblation could supply the want of communion ; or that the 
merits of the grand Sacrifice might be applied by the Sacri- 

fice of the Eucharist to such persons as were incapable of 
orally receiving. And let not any man suspect, that, by Private 
saying this, I intend to say any thing in behalf of the pri- Uaswea. 
vate solitary Masses of the Church of Rome; for I own them 

to be a modern corruption. In the ninth century, when the 
primitive ardour and purity of the Church was very much 
eclipsed, the people grew more backward and cold in the 
duty of communicating ; then some Priests presumed to make 

the oblation without any distribution or communion; and 

yet even then it was not allowed, or approved; nay, they who 

did it were censured in divers councils held in France and 
Germany. I only speak of the efficacy of the oblation in 
behalf of such as were detained from the Communion by 
some involuntary and invincible obstacle; and am so far 
from having any good opinion of the solitary Masses among 

the Papists, that I am fully satisfied, that in the primitive 
Church the oblation and communion were inseparable; and 

that they had but one Altar in every Church, where all both 
Clergy and people attended and received: and as a multi- 
tude of Altars in the same Church is a most unprimitive 
practice, so the administering or consecrating the Eucharist 

in private houses, except in times of persecution, was not 
then used. Perhaps the earliest instance of it is in Uranius’s 

Life of Paulinus", who had the oblation made in his presence, 
when he was on his death-bed, the Bishops who were present 
communicating with him; this was A. D. 431. And in a 
Penitentiary of the middle ages the Bishop is obliged to con- 

fess it as a crime, “if he had caused the Missal-service to be 

sung by the bed-side in a house, where there were many 
nauseous things®.” 


n [Vid. Surii Sanctorum Histt.,tom. &c., published by Petit. [ed. Paris. 
ili, p. 733.) 1677. | 
© See Joan. de Deo, p. 19. (non [‘* Quadragesimum nonum est, quod 
- * numerat.) after Theodore’s Penitential, non curavit de Divinis officiis propter 
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CHAP. 


“= CHAP. II. SECT. III. 


That the Communion Table is a proper Altar. 


I HAVE shewed, chap. I. sect. III., that a proper Altar is 
not absolutely necessary for the offering a proper Sacrifice. 
The ancient Christian Priests, when under a state of persecu- 
tion, and in want of external conveniences, might undoubt- 
edly offer the Eucharist on the stump of a tree or any rough 
and unhewed stone, as acceptably as if they had used a fabric 
of the most costly materials or the most exquisite workman- 
ship. Dr. Cave, from Philostorgius, tells of Lucian the Priest 
and Martyr; that when he was in prison for the sake of his 
religion, and by reason of his chains and the ulcers made in 
his flesh by the scourges of his persecutors he could put him- 
self into no other posture, he offered the tremendous Sacri- 
fice, lying flat on his back, making use of his own breast in- 
stead of an Altar; and from thence administered it to the 
Christians who were with him. And I suppose, no rational 
man will doubt but in such cases the Sacrifice is perfect, 
though the outward decorum of a proper fixed Altar be 
wanting?. 
The Holy | But yet I suppose nothing more evident, than that when 
Altar, on ne the Church was in a prosperous and quiet state, and enjoyed 
aneented the freedom of worshipping God and celebrating the Eucha- 
Church. rist in a way that they thought most agreeable to the Divine 
will and the nature of the holy mysteries ; they always had, 
in the most eminent place of their public assemblies, some ~ 
table or structure, which they used as an Altar, and deemed 
it to be a real one. The proof of this is to be drawn from 
the language of the Church, in which it was commonly called 
an Altar, without any abating or mollifying additions. Chry- 
sostom tells us4, “Truly tremendous are the mysteries of the 
Church, truly tremendous are the Altars;” and", “You see 
Him not in a manger, but on the Altar; not a woman hold- 
convivia sua contra auctoritatem Gre- debet.’’—This Penitentiary is published 
gorii 44. Di. c. et quia faciunt cantare in the Appendix by Petit. ] 
Missam juxta lectum in domo, ubi p Vid. Lucian, in Cave’s Historia 
spurcitia multz sunt, et ideo Divinam _Literaria, [p. 107. tom. i.] 


patientiam ad iracundiam provocant : a A. p. 41. Ap. 1. 7. 
nam nunquam Missa in domo celebrari * M. p. 42. Ap. 
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ing Him, but the Priest standing by.” St. Chrysostom is SECT, 
particularly cited by Mr. Mede, for asserting, that even in the mo 





British Isles Churches and Altars were erected*. It would 
be endless to go to particulars; and the same may be said 
in relation to St. Augustine, from whom I will therefore 
only produce two places'; “‘ We being many are one Body; 
this is the Sacrifice which the Church often repeats in the 
Sacrament of the Altar, which the Church knows full well.” 
I have before observed from the ancients and from the 
Apostle, that the Eucharistical Bread and Wine were be- 
lieved to be symbols of Christ’s political Body, the Church, 
as well as of His natural Body; at another place, he speaks 
of the Eucharist considered as a feast rather than a Sacri- 
fice; and indeed most sacrifices were of old attended with 
a feast, as ours is; his words are", “The feast of our Lord 
is the unity of His Body, not only in the Sacrament of 
the Altar, but in the bond of peace.” In these two places, 
the reader will observe, that the Sacrament and Altar were 
by St. Augustine thought inseparable; as he who calls the 
Eucharist the Sacrifice of the Church, means the Sacrifice 
offered only by and in the Church; so he, who calls the 
same Eucharist the Sacrament of the Altar, means the 
Sacrament ordinarily celebrated on the Altar only; and St. 
Augustine was present at the third alias fifth Council of 
Carthage; by the ninth canon* whereof it is provided, “ that 
the Sacrament of the Altar be celebrated only by such as are 
lasting.” St. Jerome evidently calls the Communion Table 
an Altar, in places already citedy; and St. Ambrose”, which 
my reader may see in the Appendix. Optatus* speaks of the 
impiety of the Donatists, in breaking the Altars of the Catho- 
lics, on which, says he, “the vows of the people and the 
members of Christ have been borne ;” and at another place? 
“calls it the seat of the Body of Christ.” St. Gregory Nazi- 
anzen speaks familiarly of a material Altar in the Church, 


8 [Kal yap af Bperravixal vioo, ai 1664.) 


Ths Sararrns extds Keluevar TabTns, Kar t_z. p. 85. Ap. 
év ait otoa TE “QkeavG, ris duvd- ud. p. 31. Ap. 
pews TOD piuatos HoOovro. Kal ydp x p. 51. Ap. 
Kake? €xxanolat, Kal Ovo.morhpia wemh- y e. p. 28, and o. p. 29. Ap 
vyaow.—Tom. vi. p. 635. ed. Savile. ] * d. p. 26, and n, p. 27. Ap 
See Mede, “ Of the name of Altar,” aa. p. 22. Ap. 
- = —[Mede’s Works, vol. i. p. 491. ed. ” ¢. p. 22. Ap. 
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CHAP.. in places also before produced*. We have heard Eusebius 


Prov. ix. 





asserting’ “that Christ erected Altars, and caused dedica- 
tions of Churches.” Mr. Mede also cites his description 
of the Altar in the Church of Tyre*, but in another place 
he speaks of the translation of the Altar, as a principal 
alteration made in the Christian ceconomy, and by which 
the Church is chiefly distinguished from the tabernacle or 
temple; for, says he‘, “The Altar being translated, contrary 
to the placits of Moses, there is an absolute necessity that 
there should be a change of Moses’ Law, and that an Altar 
of unbloody rational sacrifices, according to the new mysteries 
of the new Covenant, be erected through the whole habitable 
world to the one only Lord:” and St. Athanasius explains 
the word ‘Table,’ by ‘ Altar; this latter bemg in that age 
the most known name of that holy fabric. The words deserve 
to be transcribed, viz., tpdmefav, Tovrectt, TO dyvov Ovctacrn- 
plov, Kal ém’ avT@ apTov ovpdvov Kal apGaptov: “the Table, 
that is, the holy Altar, and the heavenly uncorrupted Bread 
upon it.” Mr. Mede further observes, that St. Cyprian 
uses the word Altar, of the Lord’s Table, ten times in his 
Epistles only; and I must add, as that learned man does, 
“whether he useth the name Table, I know not®.” For 
it does not appear to me, that the adversaries of the Sacri- 


fice and Altar have been able, ever since the time of Mr. 


Mede’s writing, to produce a single instance of this Father's 
applying that name to the sacred Board. The reader, by 
casting his eye to my citations, will see that St. Cyprian 
does very often give this compellation of Altar to the Com- 
munion Table; and I am apt to think, that if ever he had 
called it otherwise, we should have heard of it long ago. He 
says indeed more than once, that it was pointed out by “ Solo- 
mon’s table,” but so the Eucharistical Sacrifice was prefigured 
by the Paschal Lamb ; but no man from thence did ever con- 
clude, that the Eucharist was a bloody or animal sacrifice. 
The industrious Voigtus observes, that Origen reprehends 
some Priests for carrying themselves in a lofty theatric manner, 


* ¢. d.e. p. 21, Ap. & Disput. contra Arium, [tom. i. p. 
db, p. 15. Ap. 122. ed. Par. 1627.] See Mede, CP. 
& [p. 490. ] 489. ] 
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in the “circle of the Altar,” in his third Homily on Judges' ; SECT 
Mr. Bingham: cites him for so using the word in his tenth ———— 
Homily on Numbers; but I apprehend he does it much more 

clearly in the eleventh Homily, in a passage cited in my Ap- 
pendix*. Tertullian gives it the name of Altar! and of Ara™; 

and Mr. Mede cites him" as using the word Altar for the 

same thing, in De exvhortatione castitatis. St. Irenzus says®, 

“The Apostles of our Lord inherit neither lands nor houses, 

but always attend God and the Altar.” And Mr. Bingham? 

cites him for saying4, that “we ought to offer a gift at the 

Altar frequently, without intermission ;” both these citations 
escaped the diligence of Mr. Mede and Voigtus too. It does 

not appear, that Justin Martyr and Athenagoras or Clemens 
Alexandrinus had ever any occasion in their writings to 
mention this holy utensil; and so they can afford no evidence 

either for or against us. St. Ignatius four several times ex- 
pressly calls it an Altar. He speaks" of “one Eucharist, one 

Flesh of Christ, one Cup, one Altar, one Bishop;” and® bids 

the Magnesians “run to one Temple, one Altar, one Jesus 

Christ ;” he adds‘, “ He that is within the Altar is clean,” by 

“the Altar’ meaning the Altar-room, the Chancel; and 
again", “He that is not within the Altar,” or Altar-room, “is 
deprived of the Bread of God.” St. Clement of Rome tells 

the Corinthians’, that “Sacrifice is not to be offered every 
where, but at the Altar ;” and St. Barnabas is most probably 

to be understood of the Holy Table, when he bids men “come 

up higher, and in a more honourable manner, unto the 
Altar.” In a word, it does not appear to me, that the Called a 
Holy Board is ever called a Table in the three first centuries prenaeleg 


once in the 
but once, and that is by Dionysius of Alexandria in his three frst 
letter to Xystus of Rome. The most diligent Voigtus has 

_ discovered but this single instance*. It is in the narra- 
tive, which Dionysius gives, of a clergyman, who discovered 


that the Baptism he had received was heretical and as he 


- 1See Voigt. de Altarib., cap. ii. P vol. ii. p. 434 
sect. 32. 4 f. p. 5, 6. Ap. 1. 38 
J [ vol. ii. p. 434. ] Fg. p: 2; Ap. 
Ke. p. 10. Ap. § d.-p. 2. Ap. 
4 th. k. p. 8. Ap. te. p. 2. Ap. 
m.j, p. 8. Ap. Ua. p. 1. Ap. 
= [Vid. Mede’s Works, vol. i. p. ‘ b. p. 1. Ap. 1. 13 
487. ] ~ chap. i. 
= © °b.p.4 Ap * [p. 76.] 
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CHAP. thought invalid; after he had long lived in the communion 
—— of the Catholic Church, and “standing at the Table (Gr. tpa- 
mwéty Tapdotavta) had stretched forth his hands to receive the 
holy Food.” In the fourth century, it is owned that it was 
frequently so called; but to shew that this was an innova- 
tion, Athanasius thought himself obliged to explain his own 
word, and to let the reader know that by ‘Table’ he meant 
‘Altar,’ because the latter was the most known and fami- 
liar name. And I suppose it is altogether incredible, that the — 
Church should call the most known part of the sacred furni- 
ture by a name not at all agreeable to the use of it, and very 
rarely indeed by that name which best fitted it; and if it 
therefore be an error to call the Holy Board an Altar, it 
is an error of a very particular nature, and contrary to all : 
other that ever prevailed in the Church. It was in full force : 
in the ages next succeeding that of the Apostles, but in the 
following ages it did very much abate; for whereas there 
is but one clear instance of it’s being called a Table in the 
first three centuries, it was not unusual in the following times 
to call it ‘the Holy Table,’ ‘the mystical or spiritual Table,’ 
or ‘the Table, without an epithet; as may be seen in the 
citations from Eusebius, St. Chrysostom, and St. Augustine, 
in the Appendix. The Fathers of the three first centuries | 
certainly knew the import of ‘an Altar,’ as well at least as | 
any that ever lived since; and they knew very well the con- 
nexion between an Altar and a Sacrifice; and if they had in 
the least suspected, that the name would have given men a 
wrong idea of the thing, they would certainly have wholly 
forborne to use that name, or have taken care to intimate to 
their readers that they were not to take it in a proper sense ; 
or if some particular men had ventured to give it that title, 
they would by others have been called upon to explain them- 
selves and to remove the scandal: but contrary to all this, 
the name Altar was familiarly and even generally given to 
the Holy Table, without any appearance of question or dis- 
pute upon this subject; and it may as well be doubted, 
whether what the primitive Church called Baptism, Eucha- 
rist, Bishop, or the Holy Scripture, were those things which 
now pass under those names, as whether what they called an 
Josh. xxii. altar was a real altar. When the Reubenites and Gadites 
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gave the title of an altar to that monument, which they had 
erected for a testimony of their right and obligation to attend 
the worship of God in the tabernacle, as well as the rest of 
the Israelites; the rest of the tribes took umbrage at it, and 
supposed it to be an overt declaration of their intentions to 
offer “‘ burnt-offerings and sacrifice” on that altar, if not to 
another God, yet in another place than what was prescribed 
by the Law of Moses; and the other tribes express their re- 
sentment and suspicions in a most zealous and unanimous 
manner against this presumed innovation; nor could they be 
pacified, until the Reubenites and Gadites had fully satisfied 
them, that though they had given the name of an altar to 
this monument, yet the structure was not intended for the 
use which the name imported. As this shews the natural 
coherence and relation between an altar and a sacrifice, ac- 
cording to the common conceptions of mankind; so it is not 
consistent with that common prudence, which all that are 
not malicious enemies to primitive Christianity must allow 
to the Fathers of the first ages, to suppose that they should 
so generally agree in calling the Communion Table an 
Altar, and that no one single writer should ever hint any 
dislike of this name, especially if the notion of a material 
sacrifice be so dangerous and full of mischief, as some would 
represent it. If the primitive Fathers of the two or three 
first ages had indifferently called it Table or Altar, it had 
been no prejudice to the cause of the Sacrifice. Dr. Light- 
foot” tells us, that the altar of burnt-offerings was indif- 
ferently called an altar or a table by the Talmudists, in 
his note on 1 Cor. x. 21; but no one will from thence con- 
clude that they did not think it an altar in the most proper 
and strict sense; for every altar is a table, though every 
table be not an altar. And I do not suppose it necessary, 
that men should perpetually call every thing by it’s most 
proper and distinguishing name. If the ancients sometimes 
call the Eucharist “the Lord’s Supper,” of which I am not 
very sure, yet it does not by any means follow that they did 
not think it a Sacrifice; because it is very consistent for the 
same thing to be offered as a sacrifice, and to be eaten as a 
feast ; but when it is in the three first centuries called above 
Y [ Vid. vol. ii. p. 769. ed. 1684. ] 
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twenty times an Altar, and a Table but once; if we may 
not from hence conclude, that ‘ Altar’ was then thought the 
most proper name; we must for the future cease to argue 
from the words of others, and learn some more sure way of 
guessing at their thoughts. 

But since our adversaries have so great an aversion to the 
name ‘ Altar,’ let them tell us what other appellation they can 
prove to belong to it. Let them tell us, how it was called 
by the Apostles or Christ Jesus Himself. To this they can — 
only say, that Dionysius, two hundred and fifty or sixty years 
after Christ, calls it simply a Table; and must we suppose 
that Dionysius better understood names and things than 
St. Cyprian, Origen, Tertullian, St. Irenzeus, St. Ignatius, 
and St. Clement? And shall we take a measure of the 
notions and language of the Church from six of the greatest 
and most eminent writers of these ages, or from one single 
person, who as he was the last in time, so he was not the 
greatest in any other quality that makes him capable of 
being an evidence in this case? 

If it be said, St. Paul calls the Holy Board a ‘Table; I 
answer, no, not simply ‘a Table,’ as Dionysius does, but the 
Lord’s Table, 1 Cor. x. 21; and I have elsewhere proved, 
that by this expression we are to understand an Altar; for 
wherever else it is used in Scripture, that is clearly the 
meaning of it; as the reader may be satisfied, by perusing 
the four places where we meet with this word in the Old 
Testament, viz. Ezek. xli. 22; xliv. 16, and Mal. 1. 7, 12. 
And he, that after having read these texts can doubt, whether 
by the Lord’s Table in every one of them be meant the Altar, 
may please further to consider, what I have offered to this 
purpose in the Propitiatory Oblation, p. 51—56; and since 
this phrase does everywhere else denote an Altar, we must 
be extremely prejudiced, if we will against such evidence 
take it in another sense, in the text of St. Paul; the only 
place where this utensil is mentioned in Holy Scripture, ex- 
cept that Heb. xiii. 10, where it is expressly called an Altar 
by the same Apostle. The truth is, ‘the Table of the Lord’ 
was the most honourable title that the Prophets and Apostle 
could give to a proper Altar. I have at another place shewed 
that our Saviour does plainly express His intentions, that He 
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would have an Altar in His Church, in that text, Matt. v.23, SECT, 
“Tf thou bring thy gift to the Altar, &c.,” which Mr. Mede Lo 
has clearly demonstrated to be an evangelical precept2. It is 
true, our Saviour in that place does not directly inform His 
hearers, what He intended to be the principal Sacrifice to be 
offered at that Table; but He evidently supposes a material 
gift there to be offered, such a gift as might be left before 
the Altar. And the primitive Church, instructed in this 
point by the Apostles, did upon the same Altar present the 
material Bread and Wine, and solemnly offer part of that 
Bread and Wine to God, as the representative Body and 
Blood of Christ. And I have good reason to believe, that if 
our adversaries had the one half of that evidence against an 
Altar, which I have here produced for it, we should be im- 
pleaded of obstinacy and stupidity, if we persisted in our 
pretensions. But let us consider what our adversaries have 
to offer, hy way of reply to these authorities. 

I. It is said that the Holy Table was called an Altar, on Whether 


oe the Al 
account of the first-fruits and other provisions for the Clergy were ang 
and poor, which were there offered. To this I answer, mae 


(1.) Be it so; yet this clearly supposes a material Altar of the lay 
and a material oblation. ee 

(2.) Let it be shewed, that such oblations were ever brought 
to this Altar, but at and in order to the Holy Communion ; 
or that the oblation of Bread and Wine was ever looked upon 
otherwise in the primitive Church than as a necessary part 
of the Eucharistical solemnity ; the Bread and Wine, for the 
Sacrifice strictly so called; the other oblations, for the sup- 
port of those who offered and attended on the Sacrifice and 
Altar. For if the offering of Bread and Wine on the Altar, 
and the offering of the Body and Blood of Christ, were 
always in the first ages inseparable actions; then we have no 
more reason to say that the Christian Altar was only for re- 
ceiving first-fruits and alms, than that the altar of burnt- 
offering was only intended for the depositing such beasts or 
other things, animate or inanimate, as were brought thither 
by the Israelites; for the laying them on the Altar and the 
solemn offering them to God are, in both cases, but only 
two several parts of the same oblation. 

* See Propitiatory Oblation, p. 19. 
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CHAP. (3.) I have proved, that by the practice of the primitive 

—— Church which was learned from the Apostles, and by the m- 

tendment of Christ Jesus Himself, the Eucharist was thought 

a real Sacrifice, and offered as such; and that they judged a 

proper Altar, though not absolutely necessary to the internal 

perfection of the Sacrifice, yet very requisite to the outward 
decorum of it. 


Whether II. It has been said that the Holy Table is called an Altar 
e€ r 





be socalled, by way of allusion, because what the altar at Jerusalem was to 


only as it is : ‘ : 
neentre of tHe Jews, that the Communion Table is to us, viz., a centre of 


unity. unity*; and this is said by way of reply to St. [gnatius’s call- 
ing it an Altar four times in his Epistles. To this I answer, 

(1.) If indeed St. Ignatius had once or twice by chance so 
called it, or if this name were given to it very rarely, or only 
by some one or two writers, this might seem somewhat better 
than amere cavil; but since it appears that ‘Altar’ or ‘ Lord’s 
Table’ was the ordinary, nay, perpetual name of this utensil 
for the first 250 years; and since in after-ages, though the 
name ‘Table, without any addition, was frequently given to it, 
yet no single person can be produced that ever denied it to 
be an Altar for very many centuries; therefore we must 
believe that this was thought it’s distinguishing character- 
istic title. For we must believe the Christian writers to be 
the most singular that ever yet appeared, if for so long a 
tract of time as 250 years they never gave it any other but 
a nickname; and in all succeeding ages, until now of late, 
this name has still been allowed to the Holy Board without 
any control or opposition. 

(2.) If they had spoken only by way of allusion to it’s 
being a centre of unity, they might rather have chosen the 
word ‘Table’ than ‘ Altar ;’ for every body knows that there 
were in the temple two altars by God’s appointment, that of 
burnt-offering and that of incense; but there was but one 
table placed in the temple by God’s direction, viz., that of 
shew-bread, and the Fathers do very frequently speak of this 
shew-bread as a prefiguration of the Eucharist; but when 
they speak of the eminence on which the Eucharist is offered 
and consecrated, they do for the most part style it an Altar, 
especially in the earliest times. 


* See Dr. Hancock’s Answer, p. 25. 


a 
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_ (8.) Ignatius does not speak of the Altar only as a centre SEC T. 
of unity, but as a sacred Table for the Bread of God; and 
for this reason declares» that ‘‘ He who is not within the 
Altar-room is deprived of the Bread of God.” And I have 
shewed that as by ‘the Table of the Lord’ is always meant an 

Altar, so by ‘the Bread of God’ is always meant some mate- 

rial offering, in the most solemn manner consecrated to God. 

(4.) If this way of interpreting Scripture and antiquity be 

allowed of, it will soon evaporate all religion into mere airy 
notion. Thus Baptism does; according to the Quakers, de- 
note only an inward washing by the Spirit, and is called by 
that name only with an allusion to the external washings of 
the Levitical Law and John the Baptist ; eating the Body and 
Blood of Christ is nothing but regaling the soul with the 
heavenly Divine Seed and Light within, and is spoken in 
allusion to the divers meats and drinks of the Jewish Law. 
St. Clement’s High-Priest, Priest, and Levite, and St. Igna- 
tius’s Bishop, Priest, and Deacon are not three real orders 
of evangelical officers, but the Gospel-ministry represented 
under the titles and degrees of the Jewish Priesthood; or 
rather they are the sanctified people, such as are under the 
conduct of the Divine Light. 

Ill. The learned Voigtus* would have it, that the Altar Whether 
was so called on account of the Sacramental Body of Christ ; aaghgnen a 
wherein, according to his sentiments, the personal Body was 07 account 


of the 
contained (for he was-a Lutheran) and laid on this Table, sacrificed 
ar 2 Body of 
and from thence distributed to the communicants; but Christ lying 


(1.) It is without example for any thing to be called an ™ - 


Altar on account of a Sacrifice being laid upon it, except the 
act of oblation be there performed ; and until some precedent 
be produced, whereby it may appear that a Table made for 
the receiving Sacrifices and oblations, after they have been 
first offered on some other fabric or utensil, was styled an 
Altar, all that is said by Voigtus on this head is perfectly 
precarious. 

(2.) I have produced abundant proof that the Sacramental 
Body and Blood were not only laid on the Altar, but that 
they were there actually and solemnly offered to God; and 
that therefore it was not only called an Altar, but was one; 

bap. 1. Ap. * Leap. ii. sect. xlii.] 
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It was not only the bier, on which the dead Body of Christ 
was laid; but that Table of the Lord, on which It was offered. 

IV. It may be pretended that the Holy Table was called 
an Altar, on account of the spiritual Sacrifices, viz., prayer 
and praise there offered. But, 

(1.) It is irrational to suppose that a material Altar should 
be raised for the offering of immaterial Sacrifices, such as 
our adversaries mean by ‘spiritual.’ A table is but a very 


indifferent convenience for offering prayer; a desk or pulpit — 


much more eligible. 

(2.) I have nowhere met with any passage in antiquity 
intimating that Altars were erected only for this purpose. 
And without this all that men write or say on this head must 
be mere conjecture. That prayers were indeed used at the 
Altar is as evident as that they were Altars; for by these 
prayers the oblation was made: nor do I confine the word 
‘prayers’ to the oblatory and consecratory part of the Liturgy, 
but I mean it of the whole Eucharistical office, which was 
unquestionably performed by the celebrator standing at the 
Altar, excepting such parts as belonged to the Deacon. IL 
now speak of the early times only, while the Clementine 
Liturgy, or one very like it, was everywhere used". 

(3.) It is true Origen says, “It is on the Altar that we 
offer our prayers to God,” in his ninth Homily on Leviticus®; 
and the reason of this is evident from what has before been 
shewed, viz., that the ancients believed that their supplications 
and prayers were rendered effectual by virtue of the Body 
and Blood of Christ, Which were offered on the Altar, and 
Which lay there in open view, during the time of their most 
solemn devotions and intercessions: and so must Optatus be 
understood, when he says to the Donatists‘, “‘ Why have ye 
subverted the vows and desires of men together with the 
Altars? Fvom thence the people’s prayers used to ascend to 
the ears of God; why have ye cut off the intercourse of 
prayer, and laboured as it were to take away the ladder with 
an impious hand, lest our supplications should ascend to God 


a “Nor does it appear that there tury.” [1st ed.] 
were originally any other prayers used, e [Tom. ii. p. 236. “ Altare enim 
as the common stated devotions of the est super quod orationes nostras offeri- 
Church, but in the Eucharist only, mus Deo.’’} 
however not before the fourth ceu- f aa. p.. 22. Ap. 
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in the accustomed manner?” It is said that “Abraham SECT. 


builded an altar, and called upon the name of the Lord.” If 


primitive Christians, we have little reason to doubt but our 
adversaries would from thence have concluded, that the Altar 
was built only for immaterial Sacrifice; and yet I believe no 
one will doubt but Abraham called on the name of the Lord, 
by offering animate or inanimate creatures on his altar; for 
his sacrifices were ‘speaking sacrifices’? as well as those of 
Abel, though they consisted of dumb and dead creatures ; 
and if he by offering such sacrifices be said “to call on the 
name of the Lord ;” much more may the Sacramental Body 
and Blood be called “ the prayers, vows, and desires of men ;” 
and the Altar on which That Body and Blood lie, “ the ladder 
by which they ascend to heaven.” 

VY. Our adversaries do frequently tell us that Justin 
Martyr, Athenagoras, Tertullian, Minutius Felix, Arnobius, 
and Lactantius, deny that Christians had Sacrifices or Altars. 
To which I answer, that 

(1.) The writings of these ancients, in which they suppose 
that they deny any Sacrifice in the Christian Church, are 
such as were chiefly intended for the use of the heathen. 
The three first in their Apologies, and the other three in the 
books they wrote against the heathen worship and in behalf 

of the Christian religion, do say that which gives occasion to 
our adversaries to speak of them as if they favoured their 
notions. If therefore all or some of these ancients should 
have never so expressly told the heathen that Christians had 
no sacrifices nor altars; all that could in equity be meant 
by it was this, that they had.no bloody sacrifices, no altars 
with fire-hearths; for they were speaking to the heathen, 
who in that age made no account of any other sacrifices or 
altars. Thus any Protestant of the Church of England, in 
disputing with a Dissenter, may safely and truly deny that 
our Liturgy is a Mass-book: because Dissenters have no 
other notion of a Mass, nor indeed the generality of Pro- 
testants, than that it signifies the corrupt office for the 
Sacrament of Christ’s Body and Blood now used in the 
Church of Rome. And it is certainly true, that, according 
to this prevailing signification of the word, we have no Mass- 





Gen. xii. 8; 


any writer of the first ages had said this of the Apostles or xii 


i, 4, 
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book ; but if by a Mass-book be meant a collection of rules 
and prayers for celebrating the Eucharist (as the word § Mass’ 
signifies in the sixth canon of the African Code’), then no 
learned Church-of-England-man would deny that we have 
such a book. 

(2.) As to the three first writers above mentioned, they 
are very far from denying that Christians have Altars or 
Sacrifices. Justin Martyr says, that ‘“‘ Christians conceive 
that God does not stand in need of gross material oblations 
(vAuKHs mpoopopas),” and so say we too; nay, we say, that 
God wants no oblations at all. Tertullian says, “ We sacri- 
fice for the safety of the emperor—but, as God hath com- 
manded, with pure prayer: for God, the Creator of the uni- 
verse, does not want the perfume or blood of any creature™.” 
A certain Doctor, in urging this citation, thought fit to add 
of his own, “nor any material thing.” For he was con- 
scious that Tertullian did not say enough for his purpose; 
and we can easily grant, nay, we believe it a certain truth, 
that God does not want any material thing or sacrifice, no, 
nor yet immaterial; so that it is not easy to conceive what 
our adversaries mean by producing such proofs, except it 
be to expose themselves. Both St. Justin and Tertullian do 
in other places expressly own the Christian Sacrifice. The 
former never mentions the Altar under any name or title; 
the other does give it the appellation, not only of Altar, but 
‘Ara,’ as has been shewed; and in this very place, he owns 
the Christians did sacrifice, but with ‘pure prayer ;’ that is, 
not with fire and smoke, as Jews and heathen did; for 
prayer was the only medium by which Christians offered 
their Sacrifice. Athenagoras says', “the Maker and Father 
of the universe wants not blood and nidor, flowers and fra- 
grant perfumes :—but it is a very great sacrifice to Him, if 
we know Him that extended the heavens—that made man. 








& (“Ab universis episcopis dictum 
est, chrisme confectio, et puellarum 
consecratio a presbyteris non fiat, vel 
reconciliare quemquam in publica mis- 
sa presbytero non licere, hoc omnibus 
placet.”—Can. VI. See Codex Cano- 
num Eccles. African, Ed. Justelli. } 

® (q. p. 9. Ap.] 

i [‘O rodde rod mavrds Anmoupyds 
Kal Tlarhp ob Beira aluaros, ovdé Kvic- 


ons, ovdé THs ard Tov avOGy Kal Oupt- 

audrwv evwdias, Ards dy  rercla 

ciwdia, avevdehns Kal &mpordens* GAAG 

Oucta Aitm meylorn, by yweokwpeEv 

tis étérewe Kal ovvérpapwoe Tors 
ovpavo’s—Kal &vOpwrov erdacev.—Tl 
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—But what do I care for sacrifices and holocausts, for which SECT. 
God has no occasion? It rather becomes us to offer the 
unbloody Sacrifice to God, and present to Him the rational 
service.” 

As to Minucius Felix, his words run thus, as often cited 
by others, viz. Nullas aras habent, templa nulla, nulla nota 
simulacra; ‘‘They have neither altars, nor temples, nor 
images of note)”’? But it ought to be observed, that these 
are the words of Cecilius ; who, in this Dialogue of Minucius 
Felix, is the advocate for heathenism, and takes the liberty 
of saying what he pleases, by way of reproach against the 
Christians. He had just before charged them with the 
killmg a child, and eating the flesh of it, and with in- 
cestuous mixtures. And is it not an extraordinary proof 
that Christians had no altars, to allege the words of one 
that was saying every thing of Christianity, true or false, 
that he thought would make it look odious in the eyes of 
others? It is certain, our atheists may as well cite the words 
of Cecilius as a proof of the savageness and the incestuous 
mixtures of the primitive Christians, as the adversaries of the 
Sacrifice for what he says of altars and temples. 

As for what is said by Arnobius and Lactantius, I do not 
think it of any moment in this controversy. Not that I 
think them to be so opposite to the doctrine of the Sacrifice, 
as our adversaries represent them; but because I look on 
their authority as none. No ancient writers (for they 
flourished in the beginning of the fourth century) are liable 
to more just exception. And I think St. Jerome’s censure* 
of them allowed by the most judicious moderns; that “ they 
destroy the Ethnic religion rather than establish the Chris- 
tian.” Arnobius wrote against the Gentiles, while he was 
yet but a catechumen, and therefore unacquainted with the — 
Christian Sacrifice. Lactantius was his scholar, and though 
he outdid his master in rhetoric, and is called the Cicero of 
the Christians; yet they seem to have been both equally 
novices in the Christian theology. I can without any great 
difficulty or concern consider them as patrons, not only of 


i [Chap. x. p, 9. ed. Oxon. 1662.] nostra confirmare potuisset, quam facile 
k [“ Lactantius quasi quidam flu-  aliena destruxit.”,—Ad Paulinum, De 
~ vius eloquentie Tulliane, utinam tam _ institutione monachi, circa finem. ] 
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them who are adversaries to the Christian Sacrifice, but even 
of the Arians and other heterodox opiniators. It is suffi- 
cient, that the Sacrifice and Altar are supported by those, 
who best knew the Christian religion, and whose authority 
will be of greatest weight in this and all other disputes. 
Before I proceed to another head of discourse, I cannot 
but reflect on the mconsistence of those pleas, which have 
been advanced against the Sacrifice. Sometimes our adver- 
saries tell us, that the ancients declared against the Altar 
and Sacrifice; and to prove what they say, they can only 
produce some passages out of these writers last mentioned, 
wherein they do indeed seem to disown these things to un- 
cautious readers. At other times our adversaries say, that 
the Fathers used to speak of Sacrifice and Altar in the Chris- 
tian Church in order to reconcile the Jews and Gentiles to 
Christianity, by representing it as like to their religion as 
possible ; and to make a Christian Church look as like the 
temples of the Jews and heathens as they well could, and 
more like than in truth it was, if we may believe some modern 
Divines ; but in reality, the ancient Fathers did directly the 
contrary. If they ever dropped any words that seem to im- 
port no Sacrifice or Altar among Christians, they did it im 
their discourses to the heathen; and when our adversaries 
produce their allegations from antiquity against the Sacrifice, 
they are almost or altogether drawn from books that were 
addressed to the Gentiles; which is a plain demonstration 
of the integrity of these holy men, who were so far from 
temporizing, or accommodating themselves to the erroneous 
opinions of those heathen whom they endeavoured to con- 
vince, that they rather disown Sacrifice and Altar than study 
to catch them with such baits. Nay, it is very evident, that 
they were very cautious and reserved in speaking to their 
catechumens upon this head. On the other side, they never 
speak more frankly and copiously of the Sacrifice and Altar, 
than when they speak in confidence to those who were the 
dispensers of, or communicants in, the holy mysteries. Thus 
for instance, St. Irenzeus has more largely and directly as- 
serted the Eucharistical oblation than any other writer of the 
two first centuries ; and he does it in a book, that never was 
intended for the perusal of Jews or heathen, but was com- 
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posed to be put into the hands of the Christian Clergy and 
people as an antidote against the heresies of that age. In 
the third century, St. Cyprian delivered his sentiments so 
fully and openly, in his letter to Bishop Cecilius, that he 
says more on the subject of the Sacrifice, and wholly in fa- 
vour of it, in that one Epistle, than you will find said concern- 
ing the Eucharist in all the writings of Justin, Tertullian, 
Athenagoras, Arnobius, and Lactantius, put all together. 
And in the fourth century, Cyril of Jerusalem, in five very 
short catechetical lectures, written for the instruction of 
young communicants, says more to the purpose of the real 
Sacrifice of the Eucharist, than can be found in all the 
works of some voluminous writers, who intended the main 
of their labours for the reading of Jews and heathens as 
well as Christians. So that in this respect, our adversaries 
represent things topsy-turvy; they would persuade their 
readers, that the Fathers spoke of Sacrifices to deceive Jews 
and heathens into a good opinion of Christianity ; whereas, 
if the Fathers do ever disown Sacrifice in the Church, it is 
in their discourses to these Jews and heathen. And if ever 
they speak more frankly and apertly of the Sacrifice and 
Altar, it is between themselves; and certainly if men do 
ever speak the whole truth, it is when they are writing and 
discoursing to their most intimate friends and associates, to 
them who are, in the main, of the same sentiments with them- 
selves. And since the ancients do never discourse so per- 
emptorily and decisively of the Christian Altar and Sacrifice, 
and use so many and such strong words, as when they are 
treating with those who were partakers of the same holy 
mysteries; I think this consideration to be of very great 
moment, in determining the present controversy ; as like- 
wise a great proof of the integrity of those holy men. It 
evidently therefore appears, that ‘ Altar’ is the most proper 
name of the Communion-Table; and though Altar is not 
essential to Sacrifice, yet I suppose whatever is offered on 
a proper Altar is a Sacrifice properly so called. 
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CHAP. II. SECT. IV. 


That Bishops and Priests are the only proper officers for the 
_ solemn offering and consecrating of the Christian Eu- 
_ charist. 


Anp I am apt to think, that this doctrine is capable of as 
clear proof from antiquity as any in the whole Christian 
system. As the oblation and consecration were inseparable — 
and interwoven with each other in fact, so that he who per- 
formed one, must perform the other ; so I take it for granted, 
that those authorities from the ancients, which prove, that 
the consecration was appropriated to the Priest, do equally 
prove the same of the oblation, and vice versa. 1 must 
further observe, that I take it for an unquestionable truth, 
that whatever power belonged to the Priest belonged to the 
Bishop also in a most eminent manner; and that therefore — 
those citations, which mention Priests as proper officers, do 
imply Bishops to be so too. And that therefore all the fol- 
lowing authorities prove this privilege to belong to Bishops ; 
whereas those only, where the Priest is expressly mentioned, 
do prove him to be a proper officer for the offering and con- 
secrating this mystery. Now I suppose it will not be ex- 
pected, that every authority to be produced on this occasion 
should amount to an exclusion of all others from this right 
or prerogative; but that it will be sufficient to shew, 

1. That Bishops and Priests were invested with this 
power, 

2. That the inferior Clergy and laity were denied it. 

3. That this power was thought the greatest privilege, that 
belonged to Priests, that is, the second order of Evangelical 
Ministers, .- 

1. As to the first point, the reader will observe, that 


Theodoret! speaks of the symbols as “ offered to God by such a 


as have been consecrated,” which words include both Bishop 
and Priest: for the distinction of ordaining a Priest, and 
consecrating a Bishop, was not, I suppose, so early as Theo- 
doret. He™ attributes “the change” in the elements “ to 


'], p. 46, Ap. mm, p. 46. Ap. 1. 8. 
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the invocation made by the Priest.” The suffrage of Cyril 
of Alexandria is very decisive"; ‘It is not lawful to conse- 
crate the mystery in Christ in every place; for the only place 
agreeable and peculiar to it is the Holy City, that is, a Church 
in which there is a lawful Priest, and the holy Sacrifices 
are celebrated by consecrated hands.” I say nothing of St. 
Chrysostom in this place, because his books De Sacerdotio 
are so well known of late to Englishmen, by the late learned 
Mr. Hughes’s translation of them; and whoever looks into 
that translation must be satisfied, that St. Chrysostom is 
entirely ours. Gaudentius asserts®, that Christ “‘ commanded 
His faithful Disciples, whom He constituted the first Priests 
of His Church, that they should without ceasing celebrate 
the mysteries of eternal life—until Christ come again from 
heaven.” St. Jerome”, speaking of the Bishops, says, “ Far 
be it from me to speak a sinister word of them, who, succeed- 
ing the order of the Apostles, do consummate the Body of 
Christ with their sacred voice.” And he would have a 
Bishop? “dwell in the holy places, and be ready to offer 
victims for the people, as an agent between God and man, 
that consummates the Body of Christ with his sacred voice.” 
St. Ambrose has the following remarkable words’, “ We have 
seen, and we hear the Prince of Priests offering for us His 
own Blood; let us that are Priests follow Him to our ability, 
though weak as to merit, yet honourable on account of our 
Sacrifice, let us offer a Sacrifice for the people; for though 
Christ is not seen to offer, yet He Himself is offered on earth, 
when His Body is offered ; nay, He Himself does manifestly 
offer by us.” Ephrem Syrus‘ reckons this the dignity of the 
Priesthood, that “it is dedicated to mysteries and Sacri- 
fices :” and, soon after, attributes the consecration to the 
prayer of the Priest. St. Basil declares, thatt “ when the Priest 
has consummated the Sacrifice, and distributed It, he that 
receives receives the whole in every part.” Optatus bids the 
uncharitable communicant “leave his gift before the Altar® ; 
that the Priest may not offer for him,” while he is in this 


™ d. p. 43. Ap. * c. p. 26. Ap. 
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condition. Epiphanius gives his opinion®*, that “ the Priest- 
hood is translated to the order of Melchisedec, which [order| 
was before that of Levi and Aaron, which now even to this 
time officiates in the Church under Christ; not any one 
family, by way of succession, being selected for this pur- 
pose, but a character required as to virtue or ability,” 
(Gr. kat’ dpernv). The reader, upon considering these 
words of Epiphanius, will be naturally led to reflect on 
the words of St. Paul, viz. “This Man, because He con- 
tinueth for ever, hath an unchangeable Priesthood,” or a 
Priesthood “ that passeth not from one to another:” for so 
I think it is best rendered in the margin of our translation. 
And these words must be understood of the High-Priesthood, 
with which our Saviour is invested; which is indeed without 
succession of any sort, because our High-Priest is immortal. 
But then the very notion of a High-Priest carries along with 
it a supposition of other inferior Priests acting under Him. 
And in this sense Epiphanius and other of the ancients, 
esteemed Christian Bishops and Priests to be of the order of 
Melchisedec, as officiating by virtue of a commission received 
from the Divine Melchisedec. And though the High-Priest 
be immortal, the inferior Priests are not so. St. Gregory 
NazianzenY addresses the Bishops and Priests of Constan- 
tinople by calling them “ Priests, who offer unbloody Saeri- 
fices.” And speaking of himself, and of the qualifications 
necessary for the Priesthood2, “‘ How durst I without these,” 
says he, “offer the antitype of the great mysteries, or be in- 
vested with the character and title of a Priest?” St. Hilary 
says", Sacrificit opus sine Presbytero esse non potuit, ‘ Sacri- 
fice cannot be offered without a Priest.” Hilary the Deacon, 
speaking of the words used at imposition of hands in ordina- 
tion, says>, that “by them he that is elected is authorized for 
his function, so as that he may dare to offer the Sacrifice in- 
stead of our Lord.” In his commentary on Ephesians iv. he 
supposes, and only supposes, that believers in the beginning 
were allowed to preach and baptize; but he does not dare to — 
say, that they were allowed to offer or consecrate the Eucha- 
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rist. Cyril Bishop of Jerusalem’, speaking of himself and SECT. 
those of his order, has these words, ‘“ We offer Christ, Who ———— 
was slain for our sins, propitiating That God, That is a lover 
of men, for them [the people] and for ourselves.” Eusebius 
speaks very fully in the following words‘, “Our Saviour 
Jesus, the Christ of God, does yet celebrate by His Ministers 
the functions of His hierurgy, after the manner of Melchi- 
sedec ; for as he being a Priest of the Gentiles never appears 
to have offered corporeal Sacrifices, but blessed Abraham in 
bread and wine, in like manner first our Saviour, and then 
all Priests from Him, celebrating the spiritual hierurgy over 
all nations, according to the laws of the Church, mysteriously 
represent His Body and salutary Blood in Bread and Wine.” 
St. Cyprian asks®, “ What Sacrifices the rivals of the Priests 
can celebrate?” And thus describes a leader in schism‘, 
*“Contemning the Bishops, and leaving the Priests of God, 
he dares erect another Altar, and profane the verity of our 
Lord’s Victim by mock-sacrifices.” He supposes that they 
who had lapsed in time of persecution’ “ ought to have their 
consciences purged by the Sacrifice of the Priest.” And 
“Every one,” says he, “that is dignified with the Priesthood, 
and constituted in the Clerical Ministry, ought to serve the 
Altar only—nor does he deserve to be named in the Priest’s 
prayer at the Altar of God, who would call Priests and Clergy- 
men from the Altar.” Andi he allows none but a Priest, 
attended with a Deacon, to make the oblation among the 
confessors in prison; though it is clear the Priest, by going 
thither to officiate, exposed himself to great danger. And at 
another place*, “It is the great honour and glory of our 
episcopal office, as being Priests, who daily prepare victims, 
and offer Sacrifice to God, to give peace to the Martyrs.” And 
yet. he expresses himself still with greater force, if possible’, 
in these memorable words, “If Jesus Christ our Lord and 
God be Himself the High-Priest of God the Father, and first 
offered Himself a Sacrifice to the Father, and commanded 
this to be offered for a memorial of Him; then certainly that 
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CHAP. Priest acts as the substitute of Christ, who imitates that 
which Christ did; and then he offers a full and true Sacrifice 
in the Church of God, if he so make the oblation, as he sees 
Christ to have done.” Origen describes the Priest™ as 
“ standing at the Altar, and serving the Altar.” Tertullian 
speaks of a layman as making his offering", and “ commend- 
ing his wife’s soul to God by the Priest.” And every one 
knows that souls were commended to God in and by the 
Eucharist. At another place®, “It is not permitted to a_ 
woman to speak in the Church, nor yet to teach, nor baptize, 
nor to offer, nor to challenge to herself the function of any 
civil authority, or of the sacerdotal office.” Nobody can 
doubt but a woman might present a lay-offering, as well as a 
man; therefore the offering here mentioned must be under- 
stood of making the sacerdotal oblation in the Eucharist. : 
And he plainly intimates what were the sacerdotal functions, : 
viz., to preach, baptize, and offer the Eucharist. It is true, at 
other places, he allows a layman to baptize, and even to make 
the oblation in want of Priests ; and though some others have 
allowed that laymen may baptize in case of necessity, yet in 
the other particular of making the oblation he stands by 
himself; and therefore what he says is of no weight, nor 
does it deserve my consideration. They who would be fur- 
ther informed in this pomt cannot consult a better book 
than Mr. Bennet’s Rights of the Clergy, chap. xxii. St. 
Justin Martyr, in his description of the celebration of the 
Eucharist, says’, “ Bread and a mixed Cup was brought or 
offered to him that presided over the brethren; and he 
taking it sends up glory and praise—and the people make a 
cheerful Amen.” St. Ignatius‘? allows of no Eucharist “ but 
by the Bishop, or one licensed by him.” “ And let it,” says 
he’, “ be your endeavour to partake all of the same holy Eu- 
charist ; for there is but one Flesh of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
one Cup in the unity of His Blood, one Altar; as there is 
also one Bishop with his Presbytery and Deacons :” and he 
expresses himself to the same purpose at another place’, 
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joining together the Altar and the Eucharist, the Bishop and 
Priests acting under him, and the Deacons attending both in 
this holy solemnity. When St. Clement of Rome mentions‘ 
“peculiar Liturgies or offices assigned to the High-Priest, 
and a proper station to the Priests, and ministry to the Le- 
vites ;”” he explains himself in the words immediately follow- 
ing, viz., “Let every one of you, brethren, celebrate the 
Eucharist in his own rank or station—not going beyond the 
stated rule of his office or Liturgy.’ He does not specify 
what particular share every one had in this holy action, but 
clearly intimates that the Bishop, whom he calls High-Priest, 
was to preside in it, if present; and in another place describes 
the Bishop’s office" by “ offering the gifts in an unblameable 
and holy manner.” 

The right of Bishops and Priests only to offer and con- 
secrate the Eucharist is also established by councils. That 
of Constantinople, so often mentioned, gives this judgment* ; 
“It seemed good to Christ, that the unerring image of His 
own Flesh, being consecrated by the Advent of the Holy 
Ghost, should become a Body Divinely sanctified by means 
of the Priest, who makes the oblation.” Therefore the 
fourth alias the seventh council of Carthage, in the thirty- 
third canon, requires, that Bishops or Priests, coming to a 
strange Church, “be invited to consecrate the oblation ;” 
there had been equal reason for the Deacons to have been 
mentioned on this occasion, if they had been thought proper 
officers for this purpose. By the second alias fifth council 
of Carthage, in the fourth canon’, the Priest is ordered to 
“reconcile the penitent to the Altars, with the advice of the 
Bishop, if the Bishop himself be absent.” By ‘ reconciling’ 
to the Altars, is meant, I suppose, admitting to Communion, 
which was the Bishop’s prerogative, if he had been present, 
and even in his absence he must be consulted; but the 
Deacon and all below him were not thought proper officers 
in such a case; because none of them could preside in cele- 
brating the Eucharist ; and in the eighth canon of the same 
‘council®, the Priest only, who “erects a new Altar and 
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makes the oblation separately, is censured.” For it seems, 
that even those schismatics and heretics did not think any 
persons below a Priest, competent ministers of the Eucharist. 
The fourth canon of the synod of Gangra? censures those, 
who refuse to “receive the oblation, when the Priest, who 
performed the Liturgy, was married.” If Deacons had then 
presumed to perform the Eucharistic oblation, these heretics 
would no more have received the Eucharist from a married 
Deacon than a married Priest ; for their quarrel was against 
matrimony itself, as any one may see by the first canon; for 
there they are described, as people that “ abhorred marriage.” 
And the second alias third’ Apostolical Canon forbids “ the 
Bishop and Priest” only “to offer any thing on the Altar, 
but what Christ commanded.” For they, who made that 
canon, knew no other persons, it should seem, who assumed 
to themselves the power of making the oblation. 

It would be endless to transcribe all that is said in the old 
Liturgies to this purpose; it is sufficient to say, that if the 
reader please to peruse the Liturgies themselves, he will find 
no persons mentioned in them as celebrators of the Eucha- 
rist, inferior to Priests. I shall therefore only observe, that 
in the prayer for the consecration of a Bishop in the Clemen- 
tine Liturgy, there are these words’; “ Grant, O God, Who 
art the Discerner of hearts,—that he may gather together 
the number of the saved, by propitiating Thy face; and that 
he may offer to Thee the gifts of Thy Holy Church; and that 
he may appease Thee, by offering constantly without blame 
or accusation the pure unbloody Sacrifice, the mystery of the 
New Testament, which Thou hast commanded by Christ, in 
meekness and a pure heart.” From which it is evident, that 
in the age when this Liturgy was compiled and used, and 
that was undoubtedly very early, the oblation of the Eucha- 
rist was esteemed a very principal part of the Bishop’s office ; 
but that Priests were ever allowed to celebrate, appears from 
the prayer drawn from the ordination of a Priest in the same 
Liturgy, wherein the Bishop that performs the office prays, 
that the elected or ordained person may® “consummate the 
spotless hierurgy in behalf of the people through Christ.” 
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This is what we are taught in the Constitutions, over and SECT. 
again. For the author having, in the name of the Apostles, ss 
called on Bishops and Priests to baptize the catechumens, 
and preach to the people; at the beginning of chap. 19, of 
the fifth book, he proceeds to exhort them to “offer the 
Sacrifice, concerning which Christ charged you by us, saying, 
‘Offer This for My memorial’ ;” and elsewhere‘, “Instead of a 
daily Baptism, Christ hath given us one only Baptism into 
His Death. Instead of one tribe, He has ordered the best of 
every nation to be ordained into the Priesthood; and not 
their bodies, but their religion and life, to be strictly ex- 
amined: and for bloody sacrifice, the rational, unbloody, 
mystic Sacrifice.” Again®, “We foreseeing the danger justly 
imminent on those who do such things, and the little care 
that is taken about the Sacrifices and Eucharists, upon the 
account they are offered by such as they ought not, who im- 
piously look upon the episcopal authority, which contains a 
resemblance of our Great High-Priest and King Christ Jesus, 
as a matter of sport ;” we, I say, “had a necessity to give this 
admonition.” Further, “The only-begotten Christ, being 
the first High-Priest by nature, did not snatch this honour to 
Himself, but was ordained by God the Father; Who being 
made Man for us, and offering a spiritual Sacrifice before His 
Passion to His God and Father, commanded us the Apostles 
only to offer this.” Lastly’, “ After [Christ’s] Assumption, 
we |the Apostles] offering the pure unbloody Sacrifice, or- 
dained Bishops, Priests, and Deacons.” I proceed to shew, 
2. That Deacons, and all inferior to them, were denied 
this privilege of offering and consecrating the Eucharist. 
Now the eighteenth canon of the first council of Nice* does 
not only mention the Bishop and Priest, as the officers that 
had power “to make the oblation;” but expressly declares, 
that “ Deacons had not this power.” The synod of Arles’, 
held some time before that of Nice, does in the fifteenth 
canon expressly censure the presumption of some Deacons, 
who usurped this power, and declare that it ought not to 
be done. Dr. Wise indeed observes, as the accurate Mr. 
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Bingham™ had done before, that St. Cyprian has these 
words, “The solemnity” [of the oblation and consecration | 
“being finished, the Deacon began to offer the Cup to them 
that were present®.” ‘Offering’ here’can import no more 
than giving them to drink of it. For the solemnity is sup- 
posed to have been over, before the Deacon did thus offer 
the Cup; and this, I apprehend, explains the second canon 
of Ancyra®, which forbids the Deacon “to offer the Bread 
and Cup,” in case he had committed idolatry, that is, to dis- 
tribute them to the people. Justin Martyr? speaks of Dea- 
cons administering both the Body and Blood to the present, 
and carrying them to the absent: but then the President, 
that is, the Bishop, or celebrating Priest, is said first to have 
eucharistized them. The Constitutions? not only expressly 
say, that “it is not lawful for a Deacon to offer the Sacrifice ;” 
but in the Liturgy’ direct “the Bishop to give the oblation,” 
that is, the Bread, and “‘the Deacon, the Cup.” But that 
the Priest was permitted by the Constitutions to celebrate 
the Eucharist, appears from the twenty-sixth chapter of the 
seventh book; in the last words whereof the Bishops are 
ordered “to give leave to the Priests to perform the Eucha- 


rist;” which is the undoubted meaning of St. Ignatius, 


when he says’, “ That Eucharist is valid, which is performed 


by the Bishop, or by one whom the Bishop shall license ;” 


for though he do not mention the Presbyter, yet he by the 
common agreement of all is the only officer, to whom the 
Bishop can grant this commission. St. Jerome gives his 
opinion in those warm words of his, so well known that I 
need not transcribe the Latin, ‘‘ What is come to the minister 


of tables and widows, that he should swell, and lift up him- 
self against those, at whose prayers the Body and Blood of 


Christ is consummated?”’? The reader will remember, that 


the Bread and Wine were believed to become the Body and 
Blood, by the recital of the words of institution over them; 
but that by the oblation, and prayers‘ for the Holy Spirit, they  __ 
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were believed to receive a more full and perfect consecration, 
which explain the phrase of ‘consummating the Body and 
Blood.’ The twenty-fifth canon of Laodicea forbids the Sub- 
deacon to “bless the Cup,” which may at first sight seem to 
intimate, that some of that rank had presumed to celebrate 
the Eucharist ; but it is pretty plain, that no more is meant, 
than distributing it. For the action forbidden to the Sub- 
deacon, in relation to the Cup, is most probably the same, 
that is forbidden him, in relation to the Bread. Now what 
was forbidden in relation to the Bread, in the foregoing 
words of the canon, is “to give it.” However this was abso- 
lutely prohibited, and was beyond all dispute a gross usurpa- 
tion. For it was not allowed to the Sub-deacon, so much as 
“to touch the holy vessels,”’ by canon the twenty-first of the 
same council. But the words of St. Laurence the Deacon to 
his Bishop Sixtus, when he was going to suffer martyrdom, 
seem to imply, that St. Laurence had power to consecrate 
the Eucharist ; for St. Laurence, in the account given us of 
this matter by St. Ambrose", says, “‘ Where go you so fast, 
O holy Priest, without your Deacon? You were never wont 
to offer Sacrifice without your Minister.—Did you ever find 
me degenerate—will you deny him a partnership of your 
blood” [or sufferings], “ to whom you have committed the 
consecration of the Blood of Christ,” [or the consecrated 
Blood of Christ ?] “and a partnership in consummating the 
mysteries?” Mr. Bingham supposes, as others have done, that 
“the consecration of the Blood” signifies no more than giving 
the Cup, which is a sort of “ ministerial consecration” as ‘he 
expresses it’: and this must certainly be the meaning of the 
words ; and I am apt to believe, that St. Ambrose’s words are 
to be rendered, “to whom you committed the consecrated 
Blood of Christ,” in order to administer it to the people. 
All know that St. Ambrose’s diction is very singular. It is 
particularly observable, that he frequently puts two substan- 
tives, and the latter in the genitive case, instead of the sub- 
stantive and adjective or participle. ‘Thus you have* populo 
credentium for populo fideli or credenti; and’ orationis mys- 
terium for oratio mystica, and? benedictionem verborum for 
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cHAP. verba benedictoria or bénedictio verbalis; but perhaps it is 

i more to the present purpose, to take notice, that he says* 

Panis hic est remissio peccatorum, “this Bread is the remission 

of sins,”’ which I suppose stands for Panis hic est Panis remit- 

tens peccata; and by the same construction he —o ee the 

Eucharistical Cup “the consecration of the Blood,” or “ the 

consecrated Blood.” St. Jerome seems? to call tes conse- 

crated elements sanctificatio. ‘There is one sanctification 

for the master and servant,” that is, one consecrated Bread 

and Cup. And St. Cyprian seems to take the word in the 

same sense®, when he advises, that “‘ we who abide and live in 

Christ should not depart from His sanctification,” that is, the 

Eucharist, of which he was speaking; for the word corpore, 

which follows, may denote the mystical Body or Church; or 

‘a sanctificatione’ and ‘ corpore’ may be a hendiadys, q. @ cor- 

pore sanctificato. St. Augustine? calls that material thing, 

whatever it was, which was given to the Catechumens, and 

which they called the Sacrament of the Catechumens, he 

calls it, I say, the “ sanctification of the Catechumens ;” and 

says, “It will not give them entrance into the kingdom of 

heaven.” And it is observable, that the Greek Fathers often 

call the material Sacrament dyiacpuos or ayiacpa, literally 

‘consecration ;’ [yet it is equivalent to the Latin sacramen- 

tum.| Enough has been said to shew, that Deacons were not 

proper officers for the offering or consecrating the holy mys- 

teries ; and consequently, that this was not allowed to the 

inferior Clergy or the laity. I add 

_ That to 3. That the oblation and consecration of the Eucharist 

oon was of old esteemed the most honourable part of the Priest’s 

Schent office. The Bishop had the power of ordination, by which he 

privilege could impart this honourable office to others; and further, 
of Priests. , ° ‘ 6 A : : . 

Bishops had the direction of Priests in this point of offering 

the Sacrifice, so that the latter were not to do it in any man- 

ner, time, or place, disallowed by the former; but to shew 

how valuable a function this of offering the Body and Blood _ 

of Christ was thought by the ancients, let me first recite the 

words of St. Chrysostom*; “ When [the Priest] invokes the 
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Holy Spirit, and is consummating the most tremendous 
Sacrifice, and makes his nearest approaches to the common 
Lord of all, what place of honour shall we assign to him ?” 
He makes ten Sacrifices‘; the first and principal of which is 
the Eucharist, the tenth and last is ‘ preaching.” When St. 
Jerome would dash the insolence of the Deacon, who had 
been guilty of some misbehaviour toward him who was a 
Priest, he calls the Deacon “a minister of tables;” and to 
speak, in one word, the dignity of those of his own order, 
he tells you, “they consummated the Body and Blood of 
Christ.” When a Priest had committed a crime, which yet 
was not so gross as to deserve deposition, he is by the first 
canon of Ancyra® forbidden first to “ offer,” then to “preach,” 
and lastly to “perform any priestly function,” and yet “to 
retain the dignity of his seat in the presbytery ;” and which is 
more observable, the synod of Neoczesarea in the first canon® 
forbids the delinquent Priest “to make the oblation,” and 
yet allows him to continue in the exercise of his function, in 
other religious offices; for they, who were thought fit for less 
honourable ministrations, might yet, in the judgment of those 
Fathers, be unworthy of that eximious honour of offering and 
consecrating the Eucharist. Thus I apprehend, I have fully 
proved, what I at the beginning of this section laid down, viz., 
that Bishops and Priests were always esteemed the proper 
officers for celebrating the Eucharist ; and I apprehend, there 
is not one single proof to the contrary in all antiquity. Ter- 
tullian allows the Bishop and Priest to be the proper officer, 
though he supposes a Deacon or layman may do it in case 
of necessity. And he issingular in this opinion ; that, even in 
want of a Priest, another person may perform the oblation. 
However I know no other ancient writer of the same opinion 
with Tertullian; for the fable of Petronilla has been abun- 
dantly confuted by Mr. Dodwell', and by Mr. Bennet, in his 
Rights of the Clergy, ch. xxi. p. 288, &c.*; and I conceive, 
that I have no occasion to prove this from Scripture, as 1 
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CHAR. havg Vio the other points; because the adversaries, with whom I 
a concerned, will readily grant, that if the Eucharist be a 
Sacrifice, and never allowed to be offered by any other but 
Bishops and Priests in the primitive Church, this is suffi- 
cient to shew that it ought to be offered by none others now. 
I shall only therefore desire my reader to reflect on the words 
of the Apostolical Constitutions, which I lately cited!, viz., 
that Jesus Christ “ ordered us [the Apostles] only to offer 
this.” For though I am not persuaded, that the Apostles were 
really the authors of these Constitutions; yet the Scripture 
clearly asserts, that this commission was given to the Apo- 
stles only ; and the Church has always so understood it, 
that none but their successors, or Priests authorized by 
them, should make this oblation. 
Noobjec- I cannot think it any just objection against the Priest- 
thi that hood of Christian pastors, or their right to Sacrifice, that 
Bishopsand they are nowhere in the New Testament distinguished by 


Priests are 
not called the title of “Iepeis, or any equivalent name. For the Hebrew 


ny iaha word 173.does no more denote ‘a Sacrifice’ by its original 
i import, than the Greek words, *Aécronos, "Emicxoros, or 
IIpecBurepos; and the same may truly be said of the title of 
‘Magi,’ which the Persians gave their sacrificers; and of Pon- 
tifex, Flamen, &c., which were the names that the Romans 
gave to their sacrificing officers. And though it be granted, 
that the Evangelical officers have no compellation given them 
in the New Testament, which does in strictness imply Sacri- 
fice to be their proper function; yet St. Clement of Rome 
speaks of the three orders of the Church under the character 
of Sacrificing officers, as High-Priests, Priests, and Levites; 





and even hints the Sacrifice, which was offered by them, 
when he bids them in the next breath, “celebrate the Eu- 


3 


charist every one in his own order ;” and supposes, that in 


the Eucharist - offer the ‘ perpetual Sacrifice,’ ‘ vows,’ and, 2 

‘offerings for sin.’ Nor can I see any shadow of reason, why z 
St. Ignatius’s xadol fepets should not be understood of Gospel- _ 
Priests™. The words stand thus, “ Priests (‘epets, sacrificing — a 
Priests) “ are honourable; but the High-Priest is somewhat a 
more excellent; to whom alone the holy of holies is in- 
trusted; who is alone intrusted with the secrets of God ; he : 
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alone is a door to the Father ;” the interpolator so under- SECT. 
stood it, for he explains ‘ Priests’ by ‘ Ministers of the Word,’ i 
the very title given to Evangelical officers ; but since the thing oe 
itself, I mean the Sacrifice, and the oblators, are so clearly 

to be found in Scripture, I am sure the ingenuous part of 

our adversaries will think it below men and Christians to 

strive about words and names; though, as for myself, I look 

upon the testimony of St. Clement to be in effect the testi- 

mony of the two Apostles, from whom he received his in- 
structions in Christianity and in the liturgy of the Sacra- 

ments and all episcopal offices; and upon the language of 

St. Ignatius, as the way of expression, which he had learned 

from St. John the beloved Apostle, whose disciple he was; 

and I am reasonably well assured, that they will bear us 

out in giving the title of Sacrificers to Bishops and Priests. 

I shall only make one short reflection upon the truth, This power 
which I have now been proving, namely, that this sole power ca Pes 
of offering the Eucharist and administering it, being an- (omy 
nexed to the episcopal dignity, and to the Presbyterate under Siecintine 
the Bishops, is the foundation of all spiritual authority ; for 
they that have the sole power of consecrating and giving the 
Eucharist, have the sole power of withholding it. This is 
originally in the Bishops, and in Priests subordinately only ; 
for it must be allowed, that by the commission of Christ 
Jesus and by the practice of the primitive Church the 
Priests have only a secondary and dependent authority in 
administering Sacraments, and are therefore under the check 
and control of the Bishops, as the Prophets were under that 
of the Apostles; as appears by the regulations made by 
St. Paul im relation to the Prophets at Corinth, in his first 
Epistle (ch. xiv.) to the Christians in that city. And as 
Bishops are, under Christ, the sole source and origin of all 
ecclesiastical authority strictly so called; so certainly it 
would well become them, even at the peril of their lives, 
to be the most zealous and resolute patrons of it; and to 
screen their Priests from the fury of such Erastian or Athe- 
istical demagogues, as would by virtue of civil san¢tions 
violate and break through the fences of primitive Apostolical 
provisions: and to this purpose I cannot but wish, that the 
following words of St. Chrysostom were written in letters of 
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gold over the throne of every Bishop in Christendom. He 
is speaking to his Priests, and thus he expresses himself"; “ If 
any one come unworthily, though he be a general, or lieu- 
tenant, nay, though he wears the imperial diadem, stop him; 
you have more power than he in this respect. If you dare 
not do it yourself, bring him to me; I will not permit such 
things to be done. I will spend my own blood, rather 
than profuse such tremendous Blood against right and 
reason.” 

I have shewed, ch. I. sect. IV. that, no rites are necessary 
to Sacrifice, but only the action or actions, by which the 
oblation is made. And I have there and elsewhere observed, 
that the oblatory actions under the old Law were, sprinkling 
the blood, and burning the whole or some part of the ma- 
terial oblation. Now I shall shew, that the only necessary 
rites to be observed in offering the Christian Sacrifice, after 
the Priest has accepted and presented the oblation at the 
Altar (which is absolutely necessary in all proper Sacrifices), 
are the prayers and praises of the Eucharistic Liturgy. And 
I must further observe to my reader, that the Eucharist was 
especially prefigured by the Mincha and the shew-bread ; 
and both these last were offered by burning frankincense on 
the Altar. And this was the very rite, by which the meal- 
or bread-offering was presented to God by the priest. As 
therefore blood, fire, and incense were the mediums, by which 
the ancient sacrifices were offered; so are prayer and praise 
the mediums, by which the Christian Sacrifice is made to 
ascend to heaven, and rendered a nby, a culminating sacri- 
fice, for so the Israelites called their burnt-offering. And 
I apprehend, that the action of prayer and praise are the 
only rites whereby the Eucharist is offered to God. I do not 
deny but that other rites may be used, but I affirm these 
are the only essential ones; and that this was the opinion 
of the ancients, I shall shew from what now follows. St. 


Chrysostom speaking of the prophecy of Malachi, ch. i. 10, 11, ¥ 9 


says°, “ How brightly and illustriously he interprets the mys- 


tical Table, the unbloody Sacrifice ;” this he supposes to be a 


Malachi’s Mincha, “and he calls prayer the incense offered 


with the Sacrifice.” St. Jerome alludes to the rite of making — a 
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the oblation by sprinkling the blood and burning incense sEcT. 
both at once, when he says”, “ Let them know, that spiritual : 
Sacrifices are to succeed the carnal victims, and not the 
blood of goats, but incense, that is, prayers of the saints are 
to be offered to God—and that in every place an oblation is 
to be offered, not an impure one, as among the people of 
Israel, but a clean one, as in the ceremonies of the Chris- 
tians.” And “ Who beside our Saviour,” says Eusebius4, 
“has by tradition instructed his votaries to offer unbloody 
rational Sacrifices by prayer?’ The last words shew, that 
Prayer was by Eusebius thought the medium, by which the 
material (and which he therefore calls unbloody) Sacrifice 
was offered. And again", “ We offer the Sacrifice of praise, 
the Divine and venerable Sacrifice, with a decorous sanctity 
to God over all. We sacrifice in a new manner, according 
to the New Testament. And we offer the prophetic incense, 
presenting to Him in every place the well-savoured incense 
of a most virtuous theology, by prayers made to Him.” He 
supposes, that both the Mincha and the incense are to be 
presented by prayer; the Mincha is clearly the matter of 
the Eucharist, for I have already shewed that a Sacrifice of 
praise is properly a material oblation ; the incense he sup- 
_ poses to be pious and holy affections, which are to be offered 
to God both with the Mincha and the prayer, which is still 
the medium with which the whole Sacrifice is offered. Ter- 
tullian says*, “ We sacrifice to God with pure prayer.”’ By 
‘sacrificing’ is to be understood, as at other places, offering 
a material oblation; and when he says, this was done “ by 
pure prayer,” he means without blood or incense; so he ex- 
plains himself in the next words, “for God does not want 
a perfume or the blood of any creature ;” for neither the 
blood nor the incense were the sacrifice strictly speaking; 
but the whole animal or Mincha, St. Irenzeus has been pro- 
duced already, asserting that the Mincha was the prefigura- 
tion of the material Eucharist, And at another place he 
says‘, that “incense is the prayer of holy men.” And from 
hence we may certainly know what Tertullian means, when" 
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CHAP. he mentions “the prayers of the Sacrifices,” that is, the 
= prayers by which the Eucharistical Bread and Wine were 
presented to God as the memorials of Christ’s Body and 
Blood. If he had thought prayer the sacrifice, he would 
rather have said “ the sacrifices of prayers.” 

Before I close this section, I shall only observe, what share 
the people of old had in the oblatory service. 

1. They furnished the Bread and Wine as the material 
Sacrifice ; and they added whatever else was necessary ~ 3 
the subsistence of all that attended the Altar. 

2. They joined in the devotions offered by the Priest. 

8. They did likewise eat and drink a portion of the Sa- 
crifice. 


People 1..I need not labour in the first point, it being a thing so 
oneal commonly known and confessed on all sides. TI will there- 
tg fore only further observe, that what they thus offered was 
ions, 


were some- Called a vow or prayer; that is, in truth, a material thing 
cane called cither actually offered on the Altar, or intended for that use 
by the proprietor, in order to render his prayers the more 
successful; which is, I think, the common signification of 
votum, and evy7, as used by the LXX in the translation of 


the Pentateuch. Now St. Augustine says*, “ Whatever is 








offered to God is vowed, especially the oblation of the Altar.” — 


Origen, in his eleventh Homily on Leviticus, speaks of these 
vowsY, and supposes a man, in imbarning his corn or bar- 
relling his wine, resolves to offer such a portion of it to the 
Church ; “If,” says he, “afterwards he apply part of what he 
has vowed to his own use, he does not take of his own goods, 
but prophanes the holy things of God.” And this gives light 
to the words of Optatus, who says’, “that the vows of the 
people and members of Christ are borne by the Altar.” y 
Voigtus* would by the vota populi have us understand the 
verbal devotions of the people only; but I cannot conceive — 
how bare words can be laid upon an Altar: but every one — 
knows how vows or oblations joined with prayer, and there- 
fore called Prayer, may be thus deposited. And I believe — 
Origen and St. Augustine are much better commentators on 
Optatus, than the learned Voigtus. When Optatus imme- 3 


* b. p, 31. Ap, 2 a. p. 22. Ap. 
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diately adds “the members of Christ,” he must mean the sEcT. 
material oblation ; though whether he speak of this oblation, = 
as representing His natural members or His political mem- 

bers, is not worth disputing. And this explains St. Clement 

of Rome, when he speaks of evyai, vows, immediately after 

“the continual Sacrifices.” 

I further observe, that Origen calls these vows “ the holy Which by 

things of the Lord,” even while they remained in the pos- eee 
session of the proprietor ; which confirms the observation I §°¥,3¢* 
made in my subsection to sect. I. of this chapter, that every 
thing becomes holy by being dedicated to God, according to 
the degree by which it has been so dedicated: thus a beast, 
by being vowed to the Lord, became holy; yet no one can Lev. xxvii. 
doubt but it acquired a greater degree of consecration, by en 
being solemnly offered on the altar. St. Cyprian speaking 
to a wealthy lady, who was very close-handed, says”, ‘ You are 
rich, and can you think you celebrate the [Sacrifice] of the 
Lord, who have no regard to the Corban, who come into 
the Church without a Sacrifice, who take part. of the Sacri- 
fice which a poor person offered?” Here, what the private 
Christian brought to Church for the provision of the Altar ‘is 
called a ‘Sacrifice, before any act of the Priest had been 
passed upon it; so the animal brought to the temple is fre- 
quently called a ‘ sacrifice,’ while under the hands of the lay- 
yotary. But no judicious person will from thence conclude, 
that both the one and the other did not acquire a much — 
_ greater degree of holiness, or was not more perfectly con- 
secrated, by the more solemn oblation performed by the 
Priest. The truth is, the people offered immediately to the 
Priest, and by the Priest to God. So Origen teaches us‘, 
“ Whatever is given to the Priest is offered to God ;” and 
adds, “ the first-fruits of every thing must be offered to God ; 
that is, to the Priests.” And it is clearly in this sense, that 
the rich lady might have offered a Sacrifice, and eaten of it ; 
and is reprehended by St. Cyprian for not doing so. In any 
other sense a woman could not offer a material Sacrifice ; as 
we have heard before from Tertullian. 

It is farther to be observed, that these offerings were free ; Those offer. 


the people were under no constraint, but what proceeded free, 
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from conscience and a sense of duty. There are canons in 


———— the ancient Church for prohibiting Priests and Bishops from 


Phil. iv. 18. 


Acts xxiv. 
a3. 


accepting oblations from vicious and unpeaceable persons® 
and from such as did not actually communicate*, but none to 
oblige the people to any quota in their altar-oblations. The 
words of Tertullian are remarkable on this occasion’, “‘ Every 
one deposits a moderate allowance once a month, if he be. 
willing, if he be able; for no man is compelled, but gives of 
his free will ; and this is a stock for pious uses.” St. Irenzeus 
is very large on this head ; he supposes our Saviour in insti- 
tuting the Eucharist® “did give a charge to men to offer the 
first-fruits of His creatures.” He says}, “ Men ought to offer 
frequently and without ceasing.” He cites' where St. Paul 
says, “I am full with those things, which were received by 
Epaphroditus, which were sent by you for an odour of a 
sweet savour, a sacrifice acceptable, well pleasing to God.” 
For Irenzus seems to suppose, that what St. Paul received 
was some considerable part of what the people had offered 
at the Altar. And the truth is, when St. Paul speaks of 
bringing “alms and oblations” from other Churches to his 
countrymen at Jerusalem, we cannot in reason understand 
him otherwise than speaking of the oblations made at the 
Eucharist for this purpose ; for there is no proof, that send- 
ing the Eucharistical symbols themselves did yet prevail. The 
words of Irenzus immediately going before those last cited 
are, “‘ Because the Church offers with simplicity,” that is, 
liberally, “her gift is esteemed pure in the sight of God; as 
Paul also says to the Philippians, ‘I am full,” &e. He was 
certainly speaking of offering at the Eucharist, and produces 
these words as a proof, that these oblations were and ought 
to be large. The following words are, “It becomes us to 


make an oblation to God—offering the first-fruits of His — 4 


creatures; this oblation the Church, which alone is pure, 
offers to the Creator.” And he does more fully express the 
largeness of their offerings, by observing, “the Jews gave 
the tenth, Christians offered all they had to the Lord’s use.” _ 


4d See Can. 93, 94, of the fourth fap. 7. Ap.- 
alias seventh Council of Carthage, p. s ep. 4. Ap. lL 17 
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And it is just before this he says*, that “not sacrifice in SECT. 
general is rejected, but the species of it is altered; for offer- = 
ings are now made, not by servants, but by sons ;” that is, not 

by Jews, who were tied down to a beast of some particular 

sort and sex and age, but by Christians, whom God treats 
more like children than servants; and so leaves them more 

at discretion ; and who therefore make the most ample re- 
turns they can to This bountiful indulgent Father. Dr. 
Hancock asks Dr. Hickes, how the “ species or kind of sacri- 

fices are changed, when bread and wine were offered under 

the Law, and Bread and Wine are offered under the Gospel!.” 

But the Doctor takes it for granted, that “ species” here is 
taken in the logical sense for one particular sort of sacrifice 
coming under a genus. But it is more probable, that ‘ species’ 

is the rendition of the Greek idéa, as we are sure it is™. And 
certainly idea or species there signifies number and bulk ; 

for he complains of the heretics for making the Gospels 
more or less than four, and thereby “ aetodvtes thy idéav 

Tou evayyediov,’ quite destroying the certain bulk, com- 
pages, or ‘volume’ of the Gospel. Thus the idea of the old 
sacrifices is changed ; for every Mincha was to be of a just 
measure, the tenth part of an ephah, that is, a little more Lev. v. 11; 
than half a gallon; and the particular conditions of every xxviii. 6. 
animal sacrifice were precisely determined: whereas, under 

the Gospel, men were not stinted, as they had been under 

the Law; and used their freedom like ingenuous children. 

For Irenzus tells us, that instead of a tenth they were ready 

to offer all. And whether the original word were idéa or 
edos, St. Irenzeus might mean that the “outward appear- 
ance” of the Sacrifice was much changed ; for it was offered 
without blood, fire, or smoke, the most essential ingredients 

of a Levitical sacrifice; but I am the more inclined to think 

that iSéa was the word used by Irenzeus, because it is most 
probable, he used eidos in the former part of the sentence ; 

and that the translator turned that word by ‘ genus” And 

St. Irenzeus would never say, the eidos of sacrifice is not 
rejected, but, the «ides is changed. Therefore I adhere to 

the first sense ; and it is to be observed, that of these lay- 
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oblations those words of the same writer are to be under- 
stood, viz. “the Sacrifices do not sanctify the man, but the 
conscience of him that offers being pure sanctifies the gift ;” 
not that he denies that the Eucharist has a sanctifymg power 
to such as duly receive it, for he says, it “consists of two 
things, an earthly, and heavenly ;” but that the mere Bread 
and Wine, or rather materials offered at the Altar, have no 
sanctifying power; nor can the sanctifying power in the Eu- 
charist produce good effects on him that does not come with 
a good conscience. And I cannot but understand St. Bar- 
nabas of these voluntary oblations in those words", where 
having spoken of the Jewish institutions he says, Hee ergo 
vacua fecit, ut nova Lex Jesu. Christi, que sine jugo necessi- 
tatis est, humanam habeat oblationem. By the “ human obla- 
tion” I understand one offered with freedom, and without any 
law determining the properties and value of it ; for the holy 
man speaks of an oblation quite contrary to those of the 
Jewish Law. The character he gives of the Jewish sacrifices 
is, that they carry “a yoke of necessity” along with them ; 
and therefore the oblation contrary to these must be such a 
one as proceeds from choice and free will; and such is a 
truly human oblation; for what is voluntary is most. —— 
able to the nature of men. 

2. A second part which the people bore in the sociale 
was in joining in those prayers and praises that were on this 
occasion offered ; and as the whole people of the Jews are on 
some occasions said to offer bloody sacrifices, as “when the 
whole congregation had sinned they were to offer a young 
bullock for their sin.” And as God says to the whole Body 
of the children of Israel, “Ye shall offer an offering by fire, 
and a new meat-offering.” Nay, it is said to the people of — 
Israel, “ Thou shalt offer thy burnt-offerings, the flesh and — 
the blood upon Mine altar.” So we are not at all to wonder 
that the whole Christian Church are said to offer the Eucha- — 
rist ; for as in the former case the concurrence of the people — 
in their wishes and hearty desires did not in the least super- — 
sede the necessity of the Priest’s performing his office, so 
neither in the latter is it to be supposed, that the devo- — 
tions of the people do at all impair or intrench upon the — 
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prerogative of the Christian Bishop or Priest, in performing SECT. 
the sacerdotal oblation. The priest in the Jewish sacrifice suk 
sprinkled the blood, and laid that part of the sacrifice which 
was to be burnt on the fire that was upon the altar, with 
his own hands. The Christian celebrator presents all the 
oblations of the people on the Altar, and separates a proper 
portion of the Bread and Wine, and solemnly offers it to God 
as a memorial of Christ’s Death, and presides in the prayers 
and praises, and in the whole sacred action; and I cannot see 
in what respect the Levitical priest was a more proper oblator 
than the Christian, if this latter perform his part in that 
manner that the primitive Priests and Bishops did. And 
the concurrence of the people in their earnest prayers for the 
validity and good success of the Sacrifice does no more affect 
us, than it did the sons of Aaron, as to the character of being 
sacrificing officers. The burning incense was an office as 
peculiar to the Jewish priests as offering bloody sacrifices ; 
and while the priest burned the incense, we are told that the Luke i. 10. 
people prayed. And the priest could not preside in this 
prayer; for the people were “ without” in their own apart- 
ment, the priest in the sanctuary where the altar of incense 
stood; which is a demonstration that the prayers sent up by 
the people, during the time that any material oblation is 
made, are no infrmgement on the oblatory power of the . 
Priest, especially when the Priest presides in those prayers, as 
the Christian Priests ever did. In a word, the Priest in both 
cases was ever esteemed the principal in making the obla- 
tion; but the people were likewise allowed to be accessories 
in the primitive Church. The Priests were the proper obla- . 
tors; the people were said to offer by them; and therefore 
the Eucharist is often styled “the oblation of the Church.” 
-Theodoret expresses this admirably well®, “ Jesus Christ, 
Who sprang from Judah, still sacrifices ; not by offering any 
thing Himself, but by being styled the Head of them that do. 
For He calls the Church His Body—and the Church offers 
the symbols of His Body and Blood.” St. Augustine? calls 
the Eucharist “the Sacrifice of the Church;”’ and further 
says ‘ She herself is offered in the Sacrifice which she offers ;” 
for the Bread and Wine are symbols of the political Body of 
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CHAP. Christ (the Church) as well as of the natural. The Aposto- 

— lical Constitutions’ direct laymen “to offer the antitypes of 

Christ’s Body and Blood.” And it were easy to add more 

authorities, if I thought I were like to meet with any readers 

hard of belief in this point. I shall therefore only add the 

testimony of Irenzeus’; who, speaking of the Sacrifice enjoined 

by Christ in the institution, adds, that “this is the oblation 

of the New Testament, which the Church, receiving from the 
Apostles, offers throughout the world.” 

It is further to be observed on this head, that the ancient — 

Liturgies were composed in such a tongue as the people, 

among whom they were to be used, best understood; and 

therefore in the East, mostly in Greek, in the West and 

Africa, in Latin; and Justin Martyr assures us* that the 

people joined in the Eucharistical prayers and praises in his 

time, by sounding out a cheerful Amen at the conclusion of 

1Cor. xiv. them. And St. Paul reprehends the innovating guides at 

3 Corinth for blessing and giving thanks or celebrating the 

Eucharist in an “unknown tongue,’ or rather in “the 

tongue,” as it is in the original, that is, the Hebrew, which 

he so calls by way of eminence; for it seems that these im- 

truders, who valued themselves much on the account of their 

being born and bred in the country of Juda, and therefore 

2Cor. xi.22. called themselves Hebrews, had turned the Liturgy, which 

St. Paul left with his Prophets at Corinth, into the holy 

tongue, to shew their skill in that language. The Apostle 

therefore owns that these innovators did Eucharistize or per- 

form the holy action well; but the unlearned communicant 

1 Cor. xiv. was not “edified,” that is, he could not jom in and concur 

f with that part of the congregation, and the celebrator, who 

understood the Hebrew; the whole Body could not be ce- 

mented together in putting up their devotions with one heart 

and consent, and in token thereof answer Amen. The Apo- 

stle’s argument, however you modify it, turns entirely upon 

this supposition, that it is necessary that the people be edified, 

or united with the celebrator and with one another, in put- 

ting up the very same wishes and desires, prayers and praises; 

and that in order to this the oblation and consecration be “a 

made in a tongue understood by the congregation. And L aa 
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tremble to think what account the governing part of the 


SECT. 
IV. 


Church of Rome have to give to God for depriving the people ———— 


under them of that privilege, which is a part of their birth- 
right; and for so engrossing the oblation and consecration 
to the Priest, that the most sensible of their people, who do 
not understand Latin, cannot without an implicit faith say 
Amen at the Eucharistical solemnity: and yet I think they 
are equally to blame, if not more, in denying their people 

8. The last share that they have in the material Sacrifice, 
and which seems the greatest of all, that is, their eating and 
drinking of the Sacramental Body and Blood of Christ ; for 
it is too well known, that the Church of Rome does not per- 
mit the people to taste of the Eucharistical Cup; though in 
many places, I am assured, they give the people unconsecrated 
wine to drink, and if I am not misinformed, do it in such a 
manner that the people are persuaded that they receive the 
very Blood of their Redeemer ; which, if true, I must call not 
a pious but a most impious fraud. But the right of the 
people to partake of the Sacrifice falls in with 


CHAP. II. SECT. V. 


That the Sacrifice of the Eucharist is rightly consumed, by 
being solemnly eaten and drunk by the Priest, Clergy, and 


people. 


THERE is no occasion for me now to prove either that the 
Eucharist is a Sacrifice, or that it is to be consumed by man- 
ducation ; the first I have sufficiently proved already, the 
last is what all will grant, except the Divines of the Church 
of Rome, who make the consumption of the Sacrifice consist 
in the miraculous change, as I suppose, according to Bellar- 
mine’s notion of it expressed in his definition in the introduc- 
tion to this discourse ; and will not allow the people or non- 
celebrating Clergy to partake of the Cup. I have already 
shewed' that much the greatest part of the Jewish sacrifices 
was consumed in this manner; indeed all, except the whole 


t chap. i, sect. 5. 


CHAP. 
II. 


Eucharistic 
Sacrifice 
most hon- 
ourably 
consumed. 


4.4.2 THE CHRISTIAN SACRIFICE 




























_-burnt-offerings and sacrifices for sin, the bodies of which were 
burnt. without the camp, were consumed by eating; for the 
fat, kidneys, and rump of the common sacrifice for sin and 
trespass-offering and the peace-offerings are scarce worth 
mentioning; and the whole carcases of these sacrifices were 
to be eaten by the priests or people; as likewise all the first- 
born, and the vows, and passovers. Now these sacrifices, 
which were ordered to be consumed by manducation, were, 
beyond all question, the very great majority of the Jewish 
sacrifices, both in bulk and number; and therefore under the ~ 
Law it must be owned, that either manducation was a proper 
way of consumption, or that the greatest part of their sacri- 
fices were not rightly consumed. 

It is true that what was burnt in the fire on the altar was 
more directly offered to God, because this action of burning 
was then a rite of oblation; but from hence the grosser part 
of the Jews were apt to conclude, that God stood in need of 
sacrifice, and was refreshed with the nidor or steam of the 
altar, as we may learn from the fiftieth Psalm. Therefore 
God, to take off this objection against sacrifice, has com- 
manded it to be consumed, as His own sacrifice the Passover 
was, wholly by manducation ; and thereby gives us a demon- 
stration of that, which I. will express in the words of St. 
Irenzus", viz., “ God wants not the oblations of men, but for 
the sake of those who make them.” 

-And certainly this modus of consuming the Sacrifice was 
not only intended for the removing of that grand objection 
against consumption by fire, namely, that it gave occasion to 
men to think that the indigence of the Deity was by that 
means supplied ; but likewise for the honour of the Sacrifice 
itself. For it is not easy to imagine how any creature can 
be disposed of in a more honourable manner than by being _ 
consumed in an act of the most solemn devotion, as the 
Eucharistical symbols are by the institution of Christ Jesus. 
The Jewish sacrifices were in part to be reduced to ashes, 
and the remainder to be eaten in such a place, and by such 
persons, and with such circumstances, as God had appointed; _ 
but it does not appear that they who eat them were obliged, - —_ 
during that action, to employ their minds in the service of xg 
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God; only in the Passover they were to call to mind their 
deliverance from the Egyptian bondage. 
side, the manducation of the Christian Sacrifice is to be per- 
formed, as the most solemn and religious action that private 
Christians can do in their own persons. For the oblation 
and consecration have been shewed to be the acts of the 

Priest, in which the people are only accessories. It is true 
indeed, the consequence of this consumption by manducation 
is not for the honour of the Sacrifice, according to the notion 
of Origen ; for he says, eis ddedpava éxBdrrerar. But Justin 
Martyr* asserts that the Sacramental Body and Blood “ are 
by a change turned into the nutriment of our flesh and 
blood ;” and Irenzus, that ‘our bodies are thereby increased 
and nourished, and have a principle of a happy resurrection 
conveyed to them’.” And it is evident that St. Augustine?” 
and St. Chrysostom*. were of the same opinion, and so was 


Cyril of Jerusalem”. 


But on the other = ee 


That the receiving of the Bread and Wine in the Commu- Eucharist 


nion is the consumption of a Sacrifice, or that the Eucharist bia! 


ya 
ona 


is a feast upon a Sacrifice, has been asserted by several learned S#tifice- 


men in the last, and by some in this age. 


x a, p. 2, 3. Ap. 1. 19. 
 Y It is true, that St. Irenzeus and 
Justin Martyr do not directly deny 
that the symbols are cast into the 
draught; but they do it by conse- 
quence, when they say that they are 
converted into the nutriment of our 
bodies, And Cyril of Jerusalem and 
St. Chrysostom do in words at length 
deny it, in the places here referred to. 
St. Chrysostom is not content to say, 
that it is not cast into the draught ; but 
explains his opinion by the similitude 
of wax cast into the fire, and wholly 
becoming the fuel of that fire, so that 
_ nothing of it remains. St. Augus- 
tine, in the place above cited, makes 
this difference between common food 
(though sanctified by the word of God 
and prayer) and the Eucharist, that 
the former is cast into the draught; 
which is more than an intimation that 
the latter is not. 

z What St. Augustine here says con- 
cerning the Sacrament of catechumens 
has given oceasion of dispute to learned 
men. Some will have it, that it was 
nothing but salt; others, that it was 
the bread offered by the laity on the 


The most learned 


Altar, and which had. perhaps some 
prayers said over it, but was not con- 
secrated or offered as the Body of 
Christ ; and I must confess I incline 
to this latter opinion. It is true, the 
fifth canon of the third alias the sixth 
Council of Carthage, A.D. 397, pro- 
hibits any Sacrament to be given to the 
catechumens, but that of salt; but this 
supposes’ that some other had been 
given; otherwise what occasion had 
there been for such acanon? And we 
are not to conclude, that because this 
canon forbids any other Sacrament to 
be given, that therefore it was not given. 
All laws do not meet with the approba- 
tion or compliance of those for whom 
they are made, It appears that the 
African Bishops did not make such an 
account of this canon as to put it into 
their Code; and therefore it is not im- 
probable, that this custom of giving 
bread to the catechumens, under the 
name of a Sacrament in a more loose 
sense, did still prevail when St. Augus- 
tine wrote this. 
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CHAP. Dr. Cudworth, about forty or fifty years ago, published this 
hotion as a discovery of his own; and yet in that very book 
which he wrote on this subject, he denies the Eucharist to be 
a Sacrifice. And so, it seems, Christians feast upon something 
that is a Sacrifice, but not offered. For this and other rea- 
sons I think his book, which he calls a Discourse concerning 
the True Notion of the Lord’s Supper, very much misnamed. 
This notion of Dr. Cudworth’s seems much of a piece with 
that conceit of the Calvinists, that we receive the natural — 
Body of Christ in the Eucharist ; though it be as far distant 
from us at the same time, as néeibad is from the earth. Dr. 
Hancock seems very sensible of this absurdity ; he is aware, 
that if the Communion be a feast on a Sacrifice, then what is 
there eaten and drunk must of consequence be a Sacrifice. 
Dr. Wise could not see this consequence, though the other 
had shewed it him, in his answer to Dr. Hickes*. Dr. Han- 
cock justly supposes that the Eucharist cannot be a true 
Sacrifice, nor by consequence the Communion a true feast 
upon a Sacrifice, except “‘ what is eaten and drunk be offered 
“up just before ;” and therefore he is only mistaken in deny- 
ing that it is so offered: but his second, Dr. Wise, will not 
allow that it is so offered; and yet approves Dr. Cudworth’s 
notion, that the Eucharist is a feast on a Sacrifice. Now I 
shall further observe, that the ancients did sometimes speak 
of receiving the Sacrament, as of a banquet upon what had 
been first offered to God. Thus St. Augustine speaks of “ the 
Altar‘ from whence that Sacrifice is dispensed, whereby the 
hand-writing against us is blotted out,” clearly hinting the 
distribution of the holy symbols ; and when Gregory Nyssen 
tells us* that “the sacrificed sheep cannot be eaten unless 
the slaughter precede the manducation,” and “ that the body 
of the sacrifice could not be eaten while it was alive,” and 
accommodates this to the Eucharist, he must mean the same 
thing. St. Basil spake with the same view, when reflecting a 
upon that prohibition in the Law against eating of the sacri- 
fice, while men were under any legal uncleanness. He said’, aa 
“as much as our Saviour was greater than the temple, so Sif a 
much more heinous is it and more horrid, to dare touch the a 
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Body of Christ while we are under any pollution, than to sect 
touch rams and bulls” offered in sacrifice. St. Cyprian 
speaks of the feast upon the Paschal sacrifice, when he 
applies to the Eucharist those words®, “ ‘In one house shall it Exod. xii. 
be eaten; ye shall not carry any of the flesh out of doors ’ = 

the Flesh of Christ, and the Holy [thing or Sacrifice] of the 

Lord cannot be carried out of doors; nor is there any other 

house to believers than that one house, the Church.” He 

does not mean the material fabric, but the Body of Catholic 
Christians, who alone enjoy the true Eucharist, according to 

the doctrine of St. Cyprian and the Divines of that age, 

And when Tertullian® calls the Body of Christ in the Sacra- 

ment “the Holy of the Lord,” as St. Cyprian does in the 

words now cited; and when Dionysius of Alexandria, in his 

second canon', and others call it “the most Holy,” they do 

beyond all doubt allude to those places in the Levitical Law, 

where that part of the sacrifice of peace-offerings and sin- 
offerings, which was to be eaten by the priests or the people, 

are called “ the holy,” or “most holy of the Lord.” Tertul- Lev. xix.8; 
lian speaks more plainly still, when he calls* receiving the see 
Sacrament participatio Sacrificii, “the participation of the very evi- 


Peeled t decla- 
Sacrifice :” by which he can mean nothing but taking into ration foe 


the hands the holy symbols, and carrying them home; for he preter 
advises the lay-Christian, that was resolved to keep his station- 270.t0° 
fast, to take the Sacrifice, and reserve it to be eaten some tion of it. 
other time, rather than not to assist at the Altar while the 
oblation was made. He cannot mean receiving the natural 

Body of Christ by faith, for That Body cannot be reserved ; 

nor does a man break his fast by eating the Body of Christ 
spiritually, in the sense of our adversaries. And as I look 

upon this to be as undeniable a proof of the material Sacrifice 

as any in antiquity, as being a Sacrifice distinguished from 

the prayers that were used on that occasion, a Sacrifice made 

on an Altar, a Sacrifice that a man could not take without 
breaking his fast, a Sacrifice that a man might take and not 

eat presently but keep by him to be eaten hereafter, a Sacri- 

fice which is in the same sentence called “the Body of our 

Lord ;” so the receiving of it in order to be eaten, is ex- 
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pressly called “the participation of the Sacrifice.” Dr. Han- 
cock did not ‘think it worth while to look for this citation.” 
He had enough of it, as it stood in the margin of Dr. 
Hickes’s book; and whereas Dr. Hancock says that Ter- 
tullian calls it a Sacrifice only “in a general sense ;” I am 
bold to say, that he speaks of it as a Sacrifice in that very 
sense for which Dr. Hickes contends. Origen™ makes this 
a characteristic difference between the Eucharistics offered 
to demons by Celsus and his party, and the Eucharistic by — 
which Christians appeased God, viz. that the first were given 
or wholly burnt in the fire to those demons ; but the Chris- 
tians “eat those loaves that were offered to God.” 

And when St. Ignatius reckons it a dangerous thing" to be 
deprived of “ the Bread of God,” as it is certain that by that 
phrase he means the Eucharist ; so it is as plain, that he calls 
it “the Bread of God,” as typified by that part of the Levi- 
tical sacrifices, which was reserved to be eaten by the priests 
and their families : for nothing is distinguished by that title in 
Scripture but either the portion burnt in the fire in the act 
of oblation, or what was reserved for the priest’s use. When 
therefore St. Ignatius calls the Eucharist the “ Bread of 
God,” as he must mean some material oblation ; for nothing 
else was ever called “the Bread of God :” so, since he cannot 
mean it of the Eucharist as a sacrifice or oblation by fire, 
it must of consequence be understood of the Eucharist as a 
sacrifice, which is not consumed either in whole or part by 
oblation, but as wholly reserved to be consumed by mandu- 
cation. And this brings me q 

To reflect on the singular and honourable mark of distine- ¥ . 
tion, by which God has dignified the Christian people above 
and beyond His old peculium, the Jews; and that is, that — 
whereas the Christian Church has but One Sacrifice, instead 
of that multitude and variety of sacrifices under the Law, 
and whereas the Jewish laity were not permitted to eat of — 
any other sacrifices but the peace-offerings; the rest being — 
either wholly burnt in the fire, or reserved to be eaten by the 
priests and their families: on the other side, now under the 4 
Gospel our One Sacrifice is wholly to be consumed by Priest, 
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Clergy, and people jointly; and this I take to be a most 


signal mark of favour to the Christian laity, that they are ———— 


admitted to a participation of the Sacrifice equally with the 
Priests themselves. St. Chrysostom magnifies this privilege 
of Christians in this respect, when he says®, “There is a time, 
when the Priest differs not from his votary, as when we are 
to enjoy the holy mysteries ; for we are all equally digni- 
fied with them; there is one Body, one Cup for all, placed in 
open view.” No Romish Bishop can speak in this manner, 
he cannot say that “the Cup is for all;” it is only for the 
celebrator, according to the present corrupt decrees and 
practice of that Church. St. Jerome describes the same 
privilege, when he hints? that “all are equally partakers of 
the Lord’s Body; there is one consecration” or consecrated 
[Eucharist | ‘in the mysteries, for the master and servant, 
the noble and ignoble.” And I apprehend, that this is the 
meaning of St. Barnabas in inviting the people “to come 
higher up towards the Altar,” as well as “in a more holy 
manner ;” or it may be rendered, ‘in a more honourable 
manner ;’ whether St. Barnabas used evoynpoveortépws or 
akwwrépws or ceuvotépws or ceBacuiwTépws, it is certain, that 
any of those words may justly be rendered ‘more honourably.’ 
And it was with reason esteemed an honour to the Christian 
laity, that they were allowed and invited to come into the 
Altar-room, which was the uppermost part of the Church, and 
to eat and drink the Eucharist in the very same apartment 
with the Bishops and Priests; and it is to be observed, that 
the Altar itself in the primitive Church stood in a more hon- 
ourable place than the altar of burnt-offering did in the 
tabernacle or temple. It not only stood within the chancel, 
if I may so speak, but toward the upper end of it. There was 
nothing above it but the Bishop’s throne. Whereas the 
altar of burnt-offerings stood without the door of the sanc- 
tuary or the priests’ apartment. Now as the Altar of Chris- 
tians is promoted to a more high and honourable place than 
the Jewish altar of burnt-offering was allowed ; so the Chris- 
tian people are dignified beyond the old peculium, by being 
called up into the Altar-room, and there eating the Sacrifice, 
the most Holy of the Lord, together with the Priests. I am 
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CHAP. sensible, that in after-ages none but the emperor was per- 
= mitted to come within the Jema; and even by the nine- 
teenth canon of Laodicza‘, the people are prohibited from 
entering into the Altar-room; but in St. Ignatius’s time” 
“he that was not within the Altar-room was deprived of the 
Bread of God’.”” And therefore all communicants did unques- 
tionably in that age go within the septum in order to receive 
the Eucharist; and this Eucharist was by them esteemed 
and believed to be the Bread of God, of which none under — 
the Law might eat but the priests and their families. For the 
flesh of the peace-offering, which the people were allowed to 
eat of, was never called the Bread of God; so that Christian 
people upon this account may claim the title of Priests in some- 
what a more emphatical sense, than the Jews could. Philo, 
in his book De Vita Mosist, is much mistaken, when he 
asserts that the Jews did act as priests in the Passover, be- 
cause every private person might kill the lamb as a sacrifice ; 
for it is certain, the mactation was no sacerdotal act. The 
layman was to kill the beast, which he offered either for a 
a git burnt-offering or sin-offering or peace-offermg; and Dr. 
4.  ° Lightfoot reports it as a saying of the Rabbins, that the 
priest’s work begins with the sprinkling of the blood, but 
the mactation of the sacrifice may regularly be done by any 
one, even by strangers or women". - Philo might with much 
greater truth have said, that in the Paschal solemnity the 
people acted as priests, in eating their share of it promis- 
cuously and in common with the priests themselves; and 
what the Jews did once a year, that the primitive Christians 
did daily. 
Thisproved And it is very evident that our Saviour did intend the Eu 
from SeriP- Charist to be not only a Sacrifice, but a feast upon a Saeri- 
fice; and therefore, when He was beforehand shewing to His 
John vi. 3, disciples the nature of his Sacramental Flesh, He calls It “the 
Bread of God ;” for, as Dr. Whitby justly observes, “The ob- 
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lations made to God are styled in the Old Testament ‘the § Re T. 
Bread of God;’ and accordingly Christ styles His piacular ——— 
Victim by the same name*.”” And I must add, that nothing 6. 8. 22. 
but what had been sacrificed is ever in Scripture called the 
Bread of God; and therefore, when our Saviour gives this 
character of what we receive in the Sacrament, that it is the 
Bread of God, we may safely from thence infer, that it was 

by Him designed as a feast on a Sacrifice. And when in the 
narrative of the institution He says, ‘‘ Take, eat, This is My 

Body given,” i. e. sacrificed “for you;” He does not more 
plainly say, that the Body which He reached out to them 

was now made an oblation for them, than He says that they 

were to eat of It as such. In the tenth chapter of the first 
Epistle to the Corinthians, St. Paul draws a parallel between 

the heathen feasts upon the sacrifices and the Christian Eu- 
charist, or between “drinking the Cup of the Lord and the 

cup of deyils,” “being partakers of the Lord’s Table” or 
Altar, “and the table” or altar “of devils.” So that in all ver. 21. 
the most observable contexts which treat of this Sacra- 
ment, it is represented to us as a Sacrifice consumed by 
manducation. 

And thus, I apprehend, I have sufficiently established the Recapitu- 
doctrine of a real and proper Sacrifice in the Eucharist. I Sco; 
have shewed that a material oblation is there made, not in- 
deed of the natural or personal Body and Blood of Christ, 
yet of the Bread and Wine, which are by a Divine authority 
substituted in their stead; and which, by the invisible opera- 
tion of the Holy Ghost, are made the Body and Blood, so far 
as one thing (viz. Bread) can be another, (that is, the Body 
of Christ); and it is by this means the most valuable mate- 
rial Sacrifice that was ever offered, excepting the personal 
Sacrifice of Christ Himself. I have shewed that it is offered 
for those two great ends, for which all sacrifice was ever in- 
tended; that is, for an acknowledgment of God’s sovereign 
dominion, and especially of His goodness in redeeming us by 
Christ Jesus; and as a propitiatory and expiatory Sacrifice, 
not by any new accession of satisfaction or merit, but by the 
application of the infinite and inexhaustible virtue of the 
grand oblation. I haye shewed that this Sacrifice has a pro- 
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per Altar, proper Priests, Ministers, and attendants; and that 
it is to be rightly consumed by being eaten and drunk in 
the most solemn and devout manner, that any thing can be 
performed by men. 

But our adversaries have given sufficient proof to the 
world, that calumny is their best argument. I expect that 
they will continue to oppress our cause and us with loads of 
reproach and contumely; that they will scarce satisfy them- 
selves with representing our real sentiments in the worst and 
blackest colours, but impute to us such consequences of our 
doctrine, as we can by no means own or allow. And since I 
at large proved, that what is eaten and drunk in the Com- 
munion is the Body and Blood of Christ, before It is ad- 
ministered and received; and that the faith of the communi- 
cants cannot make It to be the Body and Blood any other- 
wise than It was made so by rehearsing the words of institu- 
tion, by the oblation and prayer for the Holy Ghost; it may, 
with some appearance of truth, be from hence inferred, that 
I believe the Body and Blood to be received by the wicked 
hypocritical communicant as well as by them who receive It 
with true faith and devotion; and therefore to silence this 
objection, I shall shew from the writings of the ancients, 

1. That the wicked communicant does externally eat and 
drink the Body and Blood. 

2. But that he does not do it internally, nor, by conse- 
quence, beneficially. 

1. And that the wicked do externally eat and drink the 
Body and Blood, the ancients are very clear; thus St. Chrys- 
ostom speaks this truth,’ “ Look that you be not guilty of 
the Body and Blood of Christ; they (the crucifiers) murdered 
His most sacred Body, and thou receivest It with a defiled 
soul:” and2, “If they who defile the royal purple are 
punished, as if they had torn it; why is it unreasonable, 
that they who receive the Body with an unclean mind should 
undergo the same punishment with those who tore It with — 
nails?” St. Augustine speaks to the same purpose’, “‘A 
Body hast Thou prepared Me;’ in This Body are we, of This : 
Body are we partakers; and you [catechumens] that do not 
know It, may you know It; and when you have learned It, 
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oh! may you not receive It to your own destruction !” 
Again”, “ How shall we understand this, viz. ‘if any man eat 
of this Bread, he shall live for ever?’ Can we here admit of 
those, of whom the Apostle says, ‘they eat and drink judg- 
ment,’ when they eat the Flesh and drink the Blood Itself?” 
He further there speaks of hypocrites and apostates, “who 
eat That Flesh, and drink That Blood ;” and in another place’, 
“Though our Lord says, ‘ except ye eat the Flesh of the Son 
of Man,’ &c., does not the Apostle teach us, that even this is 
pernicious to those who misuse it?” St. Jerome is altogether 
express“, ‘“ We pollute the Bread, that is, the Body of Christ, 
when we approach the Altar unworthily, and drink the Blood 
of the Lord while we are polluted ;” and again®, “ As we did 
not equally receive the Body of Christ: there is one conse- 
cration” (or consecrated Bread) “in the mysteries.” ‘The 
mysteries of Christ,” says Ephrem Syrus‘, “are an immortal 
fire; take heed how you profanely pry into them, lest you be 
consumed to ashes in the participation of them;”’ which 
mysteries he had just before called “the immaculate Body 
and Blood.” St. Cyprian is altogether as clear and full in 
this point, when he thus expresses himself against those, who 
had sacrificed to idols, and then came to the Communion, 
viz.8, “ Returning from the devil’s altars, they approach the 
‘Holy of the Lord with polluted hands, with hands infected 
with the nidor of the heathen sacrifices. While they are yet 
belching their deadly meats, and their jaws stink of their 
wickedness and breathe out mortal contagion, they invade 
the Body of our Lord—violence is offered to His Body and 
Blood; and they sin more now against their Lord with 
their hands and mouths, than when they denied Him.” The 
Liturgies were formed upon this supposition; St. Basil’s 
particularly, in which there is a prayer®, that God “would 
grant that none might receive the Body and Blood of Christ 
to condemnation.” And in the Clementine Liturgy, after the 
distribution of the Bread and Cup, the Deacon bids prayer 
in these words, “ Let us, who have received the precious Body 


and the precious Blood of Christ, give thanks to Him that: 
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CHAP. hath dignified us with the participation of His holy mysteries; 
“and let us request [of Him] that it may not be to our con- 
demnation but salvation!” This is omitted in my Appendix; 
but the reader will find it, Constitutt., lib. viii. cap. 14. I shall 
in so plain a case add no more than that many of the an- 
cients did believe, that Judas received the Sacrament from our 
Lord’s hands; and that Origen is cited by several of them 
for saying, that what Judas received was of the ‘‘ very same 
kind (ouoryevés) with what was given to the rest; but that it 
was to him for judgment, to the others for salvation.” And 
I need not shew upon what authority of Scripture they 
grounded this opinion. Several of them tell us, that it was 
on those words of St. Paul, “ He that eateth and drinketh 
unworthily eateth and drinketh damnation to himself, not 
discerning the Lord’s Body ;”’ for it could be no fault not 
to discern It, if It were not there. -What the wicked receive 
is, therefore, the Body of Christ; and their fault is, that they 
do not apprehend this mysterious Body to be what Itis. __ 
2. But the ancients did not believe that the wicked did 
eat the Body and Blood of Christ internally, spiritually, or 
beneficially. This I take to be St. Chrysostom’s meaning in 
those words*, “ How shall” or can “we receive the Body of 
God over all, Which is spotless, pure, and joined to the Divine 
Nature, by Which we are, and live; by Which the gates of 
hell were broken and the doors of heaven opened,—with 
such insolence?” We have before heard him affirming that 
this Body might in some sense be received, even by those 
who come with an unclean mind; therefore in this place, 
he can intend no more than this, that they cannot re- 
ceive It to their own spiritual good and advantage. This 
is what St. Augustine means in that most famous passage’) 
“He who remains not in Christ, and in whom Christ does 
not remain, he does not spiritually eat the Flesh of Christ 
nor drink His Blood.” I find some cite these words with, 
out the adverb ‘spiritually ; and I shall not trouble myself 
with the disputes of critics; but think it sufficient to ob- 
serve, that since this Father does so expressly declare, as we 
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have seen, that in some sense, that is, externally, wicked 
men do eat the Flesh of Christ ; therefore, when on the other 
side he declares they do not eat It, he must in common 
equity be so understood to mean, that they do not receive It 
as good Christians, with faith and other good affections: 
and if he be not sufficiently clear in this place, yet he cer- 
tainly is so elsewhere; as when he says™, “Then will the 
Body and Blood of Christ be Life to every one, if what is in 
the Sacrament visibly taken be spiritually eaten and drunk.” 
He supposes, that what is given in the Sacrament visibly by 
the Minister giveth Life ; but then it is to those who receive It 
spiritually, that is, as a mystery, and therefore with the mind 
as well as with the mouth. St. Augustine does not distinguish 
between what we receive outwardly from the Minister, and 
what we receive inwardly from heaven; (but what is received 
is “visibly taken,” and is therefore the Sacrament Itself, en- 
riched with the power of the Spirit;) but he distinguishes 
between receiving It outwardly with the hands and mouth 
only, and “ spiritually,” that is, with the concurrence of heart 
and affections: he speaks not of two Bodies of Christ to be 
received in the Sacrament, the typical and the real, the first 
of which is conveyed to the worthy receiver by the hand of 
the Priest, the other by the hand of his own faith; but of 
one Body only, and that “visibly taken.” But he makes a 
clear. distinction between the Sacrament and ‘the virtue of 
the Sacrament’; and he distinguishes too between receiving 
It ‘outwardly, and receiving It ‘inwardly:’ yet he never 
supposes that men receive It inwardly, except they receive 
or desire to receive It outwardly; but he supposes many 
receive It outwardly, who do not receive It inwardly. All 
this he teaches plainly in the following citations, viz.", “ The 
Sacrament is one thing, the virtue of the Sacrament another: 
—This is the Bread which comes down from heaven; but as 
to what concerns the virtue of the Sacrament, not the visible 
Sacrament,” or sign; “him who eats internally, not him who 
eats externally, with his heart, not with his teeth.” For all 
the spiritual advantage proceeds from the “virtue” of the 
Sacrament; and which therefore is not ordinarily to be ex- 


pected apart from the Sacrament itself; on which account. 
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he advises men® “so to eat the Flesh and drink the Blood 
of Christ, as not to receive It in the Sacrament or sign 
[only], which many wicked men do; but so as to participate 
of the Spirit: let us eat and drink so, as we may remain 
members of His Body and be vegetated with His Spirit.” 
And therefore having proposed the difficulty and seeming 
inconsistence between our Saviour’s saying, that except we 
eat His Flesh and drink His Blood, there is no Life in us; 
and the words of St. Paul, that some eat and drink these 
to their own condemnation, he solves it by adding these 
words?, “There is a certain manner of eating that Flesh and 
drinking that Blood; and he that eats and drinks in that 
manner, Christ remains in him, and he in Christ :” and he 
describes the manner of doing it excellently well in those 
words’, “ We betake ourselves to the Mediator of God and 
man, Who gives His Flesh to be eaten, His Blood to be 
drunk, by a faithful heart and mouth.” St. Jerome means, 
I suppose, the same thing in those words’, “There is but 
one sanctification,” or sanctified Eucharist—“ yet it is various 
in it’s effects, according to the merits or qualifications of the 
receivers ;” and it is probable St. Chrysostom means this, 
when he charges them to absent themselves from the Altar’, 
‘that could not discern the calf slain, that could not see the 
Heavenly Blood poured out for remission of sin ;” meaning, 
I suppose, such as wanted a true faith. St. Cypriant seems 
to speak, as if he thought that the Sacramental Body, upon 
the touch of an unworthy receiver, ceased to be what It was 
before; as if our Lord withdrew Himself from such a man, 


and as if the sanctity of the symbols vanished; but we g 


cannot conclude, that St. Cyprian believed that it was always 
so, for he was now relating a miracle; and I have met 
with nothing like this in any other ancient writer. And it 
is evident by what was cited from St. Cyprian under the 
former head, that he believed the Body of Christ to be ex- 


ternally received by wicked men; whereas if the sanctity a 
vanish, it is no longer the Body of Christ. Origen expresses _ 


the whole truth excellently well in a few words", “The sanc- : 
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tified food becomes profitable, according to the proportion of SECT. 
faith.” He ascribes the effects to the food itself, not the mats 
natural bread, but the bread sanctified by prayer, and “ over 

which the Word [of institution] hath been pronounced ;” but 

yet this bread is profitable only in proportion to the faith of 

the receiver; which is a demonstration that he thought it 

could not be profitably eaten without faith. 

There are three reasons why a thing cannot be eaten, viz., Three par- 
first, that it is in it’s own nature incapable of it, as wood or er 
stone. This cannot be said of the Sacramental Body of }is°i,. 
Christ; for it is in it’s gross substance bread, than which capable of 
nothing is more proper for manducation and nutrition; and a as 
therefore it may be externally eaten not only by infidels but 
by brutes, and this latter is a much less profanation of it 
than the former. But then it is also mysterious Bread, 
where one thing is seen, another meant; and therefore can- 
not be truly eaten but by rational creatures, who can perceive 
the signification and virtue of it. 2. Another reason why a 
thing cannot be eaten is, that it is what we cannot come at, 
that it is at least for the present out of our reach. And it 
may so happen that the actual receiving the Eucharist, even 
in a Christian Church, may be impracticable for want of a 
Priest, or the elements, or of a competent number of commu- 
nicants, (I say this last in relation to our Church ;) and I 
must confess, I cannot conceive, that he who does not exter- 
nally receive the Sacrament can in act and reality receive It 
inwardly. But thus much is certain, that God in all such 
cases accepts the will for the deed, when the reason why the 
deed is not performed proceeds not from any wilful defect 
in ourselves. He that would relieve the wants of others if 
he had wherewithal, he that would attend the public wor- 
ship if it were in his power, and has in the mean time a 
sincere desire, a holy hunger and thirst after these duties, 
but is incapable and disabled through some invincible obsta- 
cle, is undoubtedly an almsgiver and a public worshipper in 
the sight of God, though he cannot in fact either give alms 
or come to Church. So he who has earnest and longing de- 
sires after the receiving the Sacrament but has no possible op- 
portunity of doing it, when the want of opportunity does not 
proceed from any voluntary cause, shall infallibly be deemed 
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II. 
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and dealt with by a just God, as if he were an actual com- 
municant ; and God can by extraordinary means supply the 
want of Sacraments, when He sees just occasion; and there- 
fore no man need stick to affirm of all honest Christians, 
who wish for the Sacrament but cannot have It, that they 
eat the Body and drink the Blood of Christ profitably to 
their souls’ health; although they do not receive the Sacra- 
nient with their mouths; not that the Body and Blood of 
Christ is to be had anywhere in this life, save in the Eucha- 
rist; but because, as has been said, God takes the will for 
the deed, when the will is sincere, and the deed is impossi- 
ble to be done, through some intervening act of God, or when 
it cannot be properly performed through some fault of other 
men. A devout Christian receives the Sacramental Body and 
Blood of Christ, by having a readiness and zeal for that duty, 
though he cannot in fact do it; just as “Abraham offered 
Isaac,” that is, intentionally and beneficially to his soul’s 
health. A third reason why a thing cannot be eaten is, 
because the person to whom it is offered, by reason of some 
defect in himself, cannot eat, masticate, or swallow it. And 
though there are very few indeed that cannot thus externally 
eat the Sacramental Body as to It’s gross substance, which 
is Bread; yet there are very great numbers of men, that can- 
not receive It internally, as It is the mysterious Body of 


Christ, and ennobled with the especial Presence of the 


Spirit, for want of faith and other holy dispositions. They 
can take It with their mouths and press It with their teeth, 
but they cannot ruminate and digest It by “ discerning the 
Lord’s Body,” and converting It to the nourishment of their 
souls; for It is a Spiritual Body, not so much intended for 


the repast of our palates and stomachs as of our minds. It — 
conveys indeed to the body, as I intend to shew inthe second 
part of this work, a principle of happy immortality; but itis 
on condition that our bodies be preserved pure and undefiled, — 
for there is no communion with Christ and Belial. Both the — 
bodies and souls of wicked men labour of a fatal lientery as — 
to this sacred Food, and for want of digestion receive no bene- a 
fit from It. In a word, though the holy Sacrament abounds — 
with Divine blessings, yet wicked men are incapable of re- — 


ceiving or applying them; their faith is defective, their under- 
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standings and wills are vitiated ; “the right eye” of such men 
is “utterly darkened,” as the prophet Zechariah expresses it, 
that is, all their superior faculties are impaired, so as to be 
wholly unfit to perceive these Divine mysteries, and render 
them beneficial to themselves. Just so the blind man can- 
not receive light, even when he is surrounded with it.. And 
he only that internally and spiritually receives the Sacrament, 
does “ eat the Flesh of the Son of Man and drink His Blood,” 
according to the design and intendment of our blessed Savi- 
our; as will further appear by what I have to say in the next 
place, concerning that most notable context in the sixth chap- 
ter of St. John’s Gospel. 


A proof that the context in the sixth chapter of the Gospel of 
St. John, from verse 26 to verse 36, and from verse 47 to 
verse 64, is to be understood of Sacramental eating and 
drinking. 


Wuewn | affirm that this context is to be understood of 
Sacramental eating and drinking; my reader will easily per- 
ceive, that I do not mean receiving with our mouths only, or 
pressing with our teeth the outward signs, or taking the con- 
secrated Bread and Wine, sacramento tenus, in the sense of 
St. Augustine just before mentioned; but the receiving it as 
a mystery, that is, as the Body and Blood of Christ, not only 
in signification but in virtue and power, and therefore with 
such holy affections and dispositions, as befit such a Divine 
institution. 

And when I affirm that it is so to be understood, my 
meaning is, that I take it to have been our Saviour’s primary 
and direct intendment in this context to treat of the Sacra- 
mental eating His Flesh and drinking His Blood in the Eu- 
charist. It was the common opinion of the Fathers and the 
School-men, that all or most texts of Scripture had more than 
one sense or meaning; and I shall not concern myself with 
this notion any further than to own, that this is certainly true 
of very many texts. Whether it can in strictness be said of 
the context now in dispute, I shall not pretend positively to 


SECT. 
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CHAP. determine; but shall content myself, and, I hope, my reader 
too, if I can make it appear that our Saviour’s principal and 
main design was, in these words, to instruct His hearers in 
the excellence and beneficialness of the Eucharist, which He _ 
resolved afterwards to institute. This I shall endeayourto 
prove, | 

First, From the general consent of the ancient Fathers, 
and primitive Church. 

Secondly, From intrinsic arguments drawn from the ova | 
themselves. 

I. In order to shew, that I have the general consent of the 
Fathers and primitive Church on my side, I shall, 

1. Consider such allegations, as have been produced from 
antiquity against that sense of John vi. which I am now 
asserting. 

2. I shall produce positive authorities from the ancients, 
in behalf of this sense. 

It is con- (1.) Iam to consider such allegations to the contrary, as 
> al others have produced from antiquity. I deny not but that 
sometimes some of the Fathers do interpret John vi. of hearing, receiv- 


explain as 
John vi. of ing, or believing the doctrine of Christ; nor will I at present 


but how! dispute, whether they meant receiving Christ’s doctrine to- 
gether with His Sacramental Body and Blood, which is cer- 
tainly the most perfect way of receiving it; or whether they 
intended a bare receiving it by faith, and extra cenam, as 
the moderns commonly express themselves. But it is certain 
that they.who receive the Sacrament according to the will — 
and design of Christ Jesus, do receive the Word and precepts 
of Christ together with the Bread and Wine. Nay, it is — 
further certain, that we receive not the Word of God so effec- — 
tually in any other way, or by any other means, as in and by — 
the holy Eucharist: for therein only God seals all His evan- — 
gelical promises to baptized Christians; and therein only — 
baptized Christians do set their seal of fealty and obediengay & 
to His laws. Z i 
Various But my reader cannot have forgotten, what I so lately — 
sues of hinted, that it was the common opinion of the Fathers, th 


the same 


text inthe Scripture was capable of a double interpretation, viz., literal, © 
opinion gad 


of the and spiritual; and further, they often vary in the spiri ual 
alle . Be 
ee interpretation of a text, by sometimes affixing to it a i ; 
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tical signification, as supposing that even the historical nar- 
rations in Scripture are intended to represent to us the hidden 
wisdom of God in the redemption of mankind; sometimes by 
giving a moral or tropological meaning to matters of fact 
recorded in the Old or New Testament, as supposing that 
over and above the historical sense the Holy Spirit designed 
to give us instructions for the regulation of our lives; some- 
times by giving such a construction to any doctrine or pre- 
cept either of the New Testament or Old, as is not necessarily 
implied in the words themselves, but only more remotely 
hinted, as they conceived ; and this last they commonly called 
the anagogical sense. It is needless to give instances of all 
these several sorts of interpretations ; especially because there 
are but two of them that do at all affect the present dispute ; 
that is, the mystical, and the anagogical. For it is given for 
granted by the ancients and by all the Protestants of the 
Church of England, that these words of our Saviour were 
never meant by Him in a literal sense; or that He never in- 
tended to give His Body to be eaten, His Blood to be drunk, 
in the sense that His unthinking hearers wotted ; and that 
therefore they must be understood in a spiritual sense only ; 
and to this I readily subscribe. 

And this I suppose is to be applied to the words of institu- 
tion, viz., “This is My Body, This is My Blood;” as well as 
to the “ eating” His “ Flesh,” “ drinking” His “ Blood” here 
in John vi. And I conceive, that the Fathers never doubted 
but that this mystical or spiritual sense was that which our 
Saviour primarily intended in both places. But my reader, 
if he have perused the foregoing sections, will easily perceive, 
that when I speak of the “ spiritual sense,” Iam not so to be 


understood, as if I thought our Saviour spoke of feeding the 


mind only and not the mouth; or as if He meant, as the 
Papists do, that His Body is present in the Eucharist, after 
the manner of a spirit; or that It is given to all the faithful 
or worthy receivers, in an invisible or imaginary manner, as 
the Calvinists fancy ; but I take the spiritual sense, as opposed 
to the literal, to imply, that we are not to take the phrase 
of “eating His Flesh” in the most natural or obvious mean- 
ing, as if it imported feeding with our teeth only, or on His 
substantial Body; but as importing the reception of Christ’s 
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Cc = Sacramental Body or His mysterious Flesh both with our 
minds and mouths; for I have sufficiently shewed, that 
Christ’s Eucharistical Body is a spiritual Body. 
The anago- But then beside the primary and direct sense of the text, 
a the ancients commonly supposed that there was a reductive 4 
or anagogical meaning, in which it might be taken. Thus 
we have already seen several of the Fathers interpreting that 
petition, “Give us this day our daily bread,” as meant not 
only in relation to the necessary supplies of bodily food and 
raiment but of the Eucharistical Body and Blood. I sup- 
pose they did not doubt but that the words were primarily 
meant by our Saviour in the former sense; but that they 
might, by a reductive construction, be applied to the latter. — 
And by parity of reason they might be fully persuaded, that 
John vi. was first and most properly to be understood of the 
Eucharist; and yet at the same time be of opinion, that it 
might likewise, in a more remote way, be applied to receiv- 
ing of Christ’s doctrine or precepts. And so far as I am 
able to penetrate into the judgment of the ancients in this 
particular, I can see no reason to believe that they did ever 
understand John vi. of believing Christ’s doctrine, or receiving 
His Word by faith, extra caenam, to be meant by our Saviour — 
otherwise than in this anagogical way of interpretation. 7 
None of the It ought particularly to be observed, that none of the 
say that Fathers did ever say that John vi. was not meant of oral 
John vi iS oy Sacramental manducation; which yet is what Dr. Whitby 
or the ist, 28S thought fit to assert, in his annotations on ver. 53, 54”. 
And he attempts to prove it chiefly by the authority of 
the ancients; with how good success he has done this we 
shall prosently see: but in the mean time let the reader — 
consider, that there is this grand objection lies against the — 
Doctor’s hypothesis, that not one of the ancients do say, in 
the words produced by him, that John vi. is not meant of — 
the Sacrament; nay, they speak nothing that could — a ny a 
just grounds for the Doctor’s notion. ie Ee 
The most learned and ingenious Dr.Clagett had‘many years 
before published a tract on John vi., in which he asserts that — 
this context is to be understood of “ spiritual actions,” by 3 
which he meant faith, obedience, &c. eee he is pleased to 
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own that the words may be accommodated to the Eucharist, SECT. 
Both these Doctors use the same citations ; the difference how- 
ever is not very great in this point. And I will in charity be- 
lieve that these two learned men have produced the strongest 
proofs that antiquity affords, in maintenance of their own 
opinion. And yet I suppose it will appear very clearly, that 
the citations alleged by them prove at most no more than this, 
that the context now in dispute may anagogically be applied 
to believing in Christ or His doctrine; and so do not at all 
affect the truth which I assert, viz., that John vi. is primarily 
to be understood of the Eucharist. I will consider the cita- 
tions produced by these learned men, in the same order that 
Dr. Whitby ranges them. 

He begins* with those words of Clemens AlexandrinusY, Clemens 


‘The Word is all things to a babe, a father, a mother, a pre- ail 


ceptor, a foster : [‘‘ eat,” says He, “ My Flesh” and “drink My Whithy’s 
Blood,” allegorically signifying the clear liquor of faith and the sense. 
_ promise:] He bids us put off the old carnal corruption and 
food, and partake the other new Food of Christ, and receiving 
Him to store Him up if possible in ourselves, and to inclose 

our Saviour in our breasts.” The Doctor only produces so 
much of this paragraph as stands between the hooks. Now 

I must declare, that Iam not able to form any supposition, 
upon which an argument can be fetched to serve his turn ; 
‘but I look upon the words rather as an argument against 
that sense, which he has espoused: for these words, “ Eat 

My Flesh,” &c. are meant either, 

1. Of eating Christ’s Flesh, and drinking His Blood, ac- 
cording to the intention of our Saviour in the sixth of 
John; 
2. Or of eating His Sacramental Flesh and Blood, accord- 
ing to the command in the words of institution ; (for I now 
argue upon the hypothesis of Dr. Whitby, which is, that the 
eating Christ’s Flesh in John vi. is a distinct thing from 
eating His Sacramental Body.) But, 

1. If Clement must be understood of eating Christ’s Flesh, 
according to the meaning of our Saviour in John vi., then we 
are further to inquire what he means by a\\nyopav, which 
I render ‘ allegorically signifying.’ Now ‘allegorically signi- 

x p. 491. ya. p. 7. Ap. 





CHAP. 
Il. 


- the remission of sins.”” And indeed Dr. Whitby gives another — 


trine of Christ; and that therefore Clement here spoke of — 
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fying’ must import one of these two things, viz., either signi- 
fying in a remote and very figurative improper manner, which 
is the common denotation of this word in ecclesiastical as 
well as foreign writers; and from thence it follows, that 
Clement was now designedly interpreting this context, not 
in that sense which he thought to be first and principally 
meant by our Saviour, but in a secondary and more im- 
proper one. And if therefore the Doctor be willing to under- 
stand this word in the most common acceptation, he must be 
forced to grant that this is the allegorical meaning of John vi., 
and therefore not the proper or primary one. Or else by the 
word addnyopav, Clement intended to denote a Sacramental 
representation ; and then the words ought to have been ren- 
dered, “ ‘ Eat,’ says Christ, ‘ My Flesh, and ‘drink My Blood,’ 
Sacramentally representing the clear liquor of faith,” &c. 
And if he does therefore here speak of John vi., he by con- — 
sequence interprets this context of the Eucharist; for no — 
other Blood of Christ but the Eucharistical can be said Sa- 
cramentally to signify or represent. And that St. Clement 
does use the word in this sense, is evident from that passage*, — 
«The liquor of gladness,” that is, the Cup in the Eucharist, 
anrrnyopel, “Sacramentally represents the Word poured out for — 





instance of this signification of the word, not far from the © 
passage first cited, viz., “To 6é€ aiwa olvos dddnyopeirat*,” 
*« Wine Sacramentally represents the Blood.”? The Doctor — 
left the words untranslated; but from this it appears, that _ 
Clement took the Eucharistical Blood to represent the doc- — 


John vi. if he had this context in his eye, as meant of the 
holy Eucharist ; for there only the Blood can Secrameniaay 
represént the doctrine of Christ. a 
2. If we understand the Father as speaking hen of ¢ 
words of institution, then the Doctor did to no purpose al 
lege this passage of St. Clement ; for certainly it was not ne 
Doctor’s intention to prove, that by eating Christ’s Body ot 
Flesh, (which will soon appear to be the very same thing) and — 
drinking His Blood, according to the command of (¢ hi 
Jesus, in Matt. xxvi: 26, we are to understand ae ut 
ze p.7. Ap. a [Pzed., lib. i. cap. 6. ed. Potter, P. 126.) } ce 
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believing. And in truth I can see no shadow of reason, why SECT. 
we should suppose that Clement had any other text directly ——— 
in his view, beside the history of institution. For he intro- 
duces our Saviour as speaking imperatively, “ Eat ye, drink 
ye;” and our Saviour never uses this style but in the Eu- 
charist only; and it has been already shewed, that the word 
G\Anyopov does in this writer denote ‘the Sacramental re- 
presentation.’ And that all the promises of the Gospel, par- 
don, grace, and eternal happiness, are less directly or im- 
plicitly represented and exhibited to communicants in the 
Kucharist, is what will be denied by none. And it is evident 
that Clement restrains his words to the promissive doctrine 
only, when he calls the Eucharistical Cup “ the clear liquor 
of faith, and the promise ;” though I see no reason to ques- 
tion but by receiving the Eucharist we do implicitly receive 
all the doctrines of the Gospel, for as much as the Eucharis- 
tical symbols are most perfect representatives of Christ cruci- 
fied, and Christ crucified is the sum of the Gospel. So that I 
am perfectly at a loss to know, what Dr. Whitby intended by 
producing these words of Clement, which, however you take 
them, destroys his hypothesis. 

Dr. Clagett, as well as Dr. Whitby, does also produce those 
words of Clement”, “ The Word is diversely allegorized or Sa- 
cramentally represented as food, as flesh, as nourishment, as 
bread, as blood, as milk.”” “AdAnyopetrar may here be turned 
* Sacramentally represented ;” for that milk was in Clement’s 
age used in Baptism, there is no room to doubt. But if you 
choose by ad\Anyopeirar, to understand the remote and im- 
proper signification of the “ Blood” mentioned John vi., then 
the most to be gained by it is this, that in the more loose 
and remote sense, John vi. may be understood of the Word 
spoken. These citations therefore do not at all serve the 
cause, which these two Doctors had espoused. 

Nay, if what has been already observed does not shew that Clem. Alex: 
Clement took John vi. to be meant of the Sacrament ; yet when repeats 
the reader reflects on that gloss he gives upon those words, t#eDoetors- 
“ Rat My Flesh” and “ Drink My Blood,” which are plainly 
the words of institution, rehearsed memoriter, and therefore not 
according to the original text ; when, I say, he puts this gloss 

» Peedag., lib. ii. cap. i. 
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CHAP, upon them, viz. Christ “bids us put off the old corruption,” 
—— he will see reason to believe that this ancient writer applies 
those words in John yi. 58, “He that eateth of this Bread 

shall live for ever,” to the receiving the holy Sacrament, 
And the same may be said of those words of Clement*®, where — 
distinguishing “the spiritual Blood of Christ” from “the 
carnal,” he says, that “by the spiritual Blood we partake of 
incorruption ;” for that by the “spiritual Blood” he means 
the Sacramental, has been already proved; and that the 

Father does so explain himself, the citation, which is to be 

seen at large in the Appendix, does sufficiently declare. And 

indeed the very words, which I now hint at, seem to be another 

proof of his understanding John vi. primarily of the Eucha- 

rist ; for, says he, “The mixture of the liquor and the Word 

is called the Eucharist, of which they who partake with faith 

are sanctified both as to body and soul.’”’ For I conceive that 

the sanctifying power of the Eucharistical Flesh and Blood 

can be directly proved from John vi. only, where Christ’s 

Flesh is called “the Bread of God,” that is, “ the most Holy 
Meat,” which sanctified men’s bodies by it’s touch under the 

old Law; see Lev. vi. 27. And indeed he could ground his 

notion of the “spiritual Blood” in the Eucharist upon no 

other text than John vi. 63; for though St. Paul calls it 

1 Cor.x. 4. “ spiritual drink,” and says “ We are all made to drink into 
1Cor.xii13. the One Spirit,” yet he does not so explain the spiritual 
efficacy of the Sacrament as to make it a principle of incor- 

ruption or immortality, as Clement here does. So that I can 

see no reason why I may not reckon upon Clement as an 
evidence for that sense of John vi. which I believe to have 

: been first intended by our blessed Saviour. 

Tertullian § The next writer cited by Dr. Whitby and Dr. Clagett is 
shewed to “= 
benct Tertullian, whose words he is pleased thus to represent; 
oe “Our Lord all along urged His intent by allegory, calling 
sty rt His Word ‘Flesh; as being to be hungered after, that we 
ratherforit. might have Life; tobe devoured by the ear, ruminated upon 
by the mind, and by faith digested.” The reader, by turn- 
ing his eye to the words of Tertullian in the margin‘, will see 
* b. p. 7. Ap. supra (he cites John v.24.) Itaque — 
d «xsequitur etiam quid velit intel- Sermonem constituens vivificatorem, 


ligiSpiritum : ‘Verba que locutussum quia Spiritus et vita Sermo, eumdemr 
vobis, Spiritus sunt, vita sunt,’ sicutet etiam earnem suam dixit; quia et 











= re 


wh 


JOHN VI, MEANT OF THE EUCHARIST. 465 


how faithful the Doctor is in his citations. But for brevity’s snot. 
sake I will grant the Doctor his own translation. Let it be Beige 
allowed, that Tertullian supposes that these words may alle- 
gorically be understood, and that he by an allegory means a 
remote and improper interpretation ; doth it therefore follow 
that the text has not a more strict and proper meaning? I 
am sure Dr. Whitby and all learned men will allow, that 
Tertullian himself does nowhere use a greater latitude and 
hberty in glossing Scripture than in this passage. For 
he supposes or rather asserts the Word spoken, and incar- 
nate, the Spirit, the Flesh, even that Flesh which the sub- 
stituting Word assumed, to. be the same; and if he sup- 
poseth that our Saviour intended these words in an allegori- 
cal as well as in a more direct sense, this only shews that 
Dr. Whitby by the allegorical or secondary sense would set 
aside the other sense, which is more proper and therefore 
more eligible: but if by ‘ allegory’ he means the Sacrament, 
as it is evident that Clemens Alexandrinus by ‘ allegorizing’ 
means ‘ Sacramentally representing, then the Doctor’s argu- 
ment is wholly lost. And it will be hard to prove that Ter- 
tullian by “the allegory of necessary food”’* does not mean the 
Eucharist. And when he adds that “our Saviour urged upon 
them the memory of their fathers, who preferred the bread 
and flesh of Egypt before the Divine will;” his meaning 
seems to be, that Christ’s present hearers were like their 
ancestors, who desired the dainties of Egypt rather than 
- manna; for just thus His present hearers had a greater ap- 
petite to such food as He had the day before prepared for 
them by a miracle, than to that Food from heaven which He 
had been speaking of. And I see not any incongruity in his 
supposition, that our Saviour, in reminding them of the 
‘quickening Spirit’? and of His own powerful ‘Word,’ did de- 
sign to admonish them of avoiding that carnal and sordid 


Sermo caro erat factus; proinde in 
causam vite appetendus, et devorandus 
auditu, et ruminandus intellectu, et fide 
digerendus. Nam et paulo ante, car- 
nem suam panem quoque czlestem 
pronunciarat, urgens usquequaque per 
allegoriam necessariorum populorum, 
memoriam patrum, qui panes et carnes 
JEgyptiorum preverterant Divine vo- 
cationi. Igitur conversus ad recogi- 
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tatus illorum, quia senserat dispergen- 
dos, ‘ Caro,’ ait, ‘nihil prodest.’ Quid 
hoe ad destruendam carnis resurrec- 
tionem.””—De Resurrect., c. 37. [p. 347. 
Ed. Paris. 1664. ] 

* [Johnson read ‘ pabulorum,’ ac- 
cording to Rigaltius’s Edition. In the 
preceding note, the Benedictine read- 
ing ‘ populorum’ has been followed. ] 
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disposition of mind, which had so provoked God against 


———~-— their ancestors ; though this must be allowed to be but a con- 


~ flesh is fed with the Body and Blood of Christ, that the soul — 


Eph. ii. 22. 


those words of his, in which he explains “ our daily brea 


jectural gloss: but when Dr. W. represents these words of 
Tertullian, as if the Father had said that “ Christ urged” His 
own intent “ by allegories,” he seems to me to take a greater 
liberty in rendering this saying of Tertullian, than Tertullian 
does in glossing the sacred text. We have seen that all true 
communicants do “hunger after, devour with their ears, 
ruminate by the mind, and by faith digest” the words of 
Christ, as well as the external symbols; and therefore as 
Tertullian asks the Marcionites, (who used to produce these 
words of Christ, “The flesh profiteth not,” as a proof against 
the doctrine of our bodies being to be raised from the dead,) 
“ How does this tend to destroy the doctrine of the resurrec- 
tion ?”? so I may have leave humbly to ask the Doctor, how 
does this of Tertullian tend to destroy that sense of this con- 
text in John vi. for which I am now arguing? It is true in 
this place he makes no express mention of the Eucharist ; 
but in p. 379‘ of this very book he does, and that in such — 
terms as seem to imply that he understood John vi. of the — 
Sacrament. I mean those remarkable words of his®, “The — 
















may be replenished with God ;” for whether by “ God” you — 
understand the Second or Third Person of the Trinity, I sup- 
pose the truth itself must be learned from John vi. as un- 
derstood of the Eucharist. For from thence only it can be 
proved that “he who eats Christ’s Flesh and drinks His 
Blood has Christ abiding in him,” or is “the habitation of 
God through the Spirit ;” for Christ dwells in us by means of — 
the Spirit, Which He hath given us. If by “God” you un- © 
derstand ‘the Spirit,’ I suppose I have shewed that the best 
proof of the Spirit’s being conveyed to us by means of the 
Eucharist, is from John vi. 68, understood according to the 
sense of the ancient Church". And that Tertullian under- 
stood John vi. of the Eucharist, appears pretty evidently from 
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the Lord’s Prayer’, viz., “This may spiritually be understood ; 


f [It must be borne in mind, that m. p. 8. Ap. ‘. 
the Author refers to the paging of the h See sub-section to chap. ii. sect. P j 
Edition, which he here employed, viz. i g.p. 8 Ap. Z 


Rigaltius’s. } 
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for Christ is Bread, and Bread is life—as also because His sEcr. 
Body is authoritatively declared to be in Bread, ‘This is My 
Body ;’ therefore by asking daily bread we ask perpetuity in 
Christ, and that we may remain undivided from His Body.” 
For by these last words he clearly alludes to that text, “ He John vi.56. 
who eateth My Flesh abideth in Me,” and as clearly applies 

it to the Eucharist. Tertullian then is rather for me than 

against me. 

The next writer cited by Dr. W. in favour of his opinion, The same is 
that John vi. is not to be understood of the Eucharist, is Ori- pias 
gen. Now it may be proper previously to observe, that Origen 078° 
is the most remarkable of any other ancient expositors for 
the variety of senses, which he frequently applies to the same 
text. And though Clement of Alexandria, who was his mas- 
ter, did probably teach him this way of expounding Scrip- 
ture; yet it is certain, that Origen was one of those scholars, 
who mightily outwent his master. He commonly calls his more 
remote and anagogical constructions ‘allegories ;’? not in the 
sense that his master Clement says that “ Wine allegorizes,” 
that is, ‘‘Sacramentally represents the Blood,” but as ‘allegory’ 
denotes a very figurative and remote sense. And therefore, 
when he owns himself to be in pursuit of an allegory, we 
may safely conclude that it was not his intention to give 
us the direct sense or proper meaning of the text which he 
is handling. 

Having premised thus much, I proceed to the first allega- 
tion from this writer, produced by Dr. W., which is this; 

“We are said to drink the Blood of Christ, when we receive 
His sayings, in which Life consists/;” so the words are quoted 
by the Doctor. But the words of Origen’s translator are, 
Bibere autem dicimur Sanguinem Christi, non solum. Sacra- 
mentorum ritu, sed et cum sermones Ejus recipimus, in quibus 
vita consistit, sicut et Ipse dicit, John vi. 63. *In English, “ We 
are said to drink the Blood of Christ, not only in the rite of 
the Sacraments, but when we receive His sayings,” &c. The 
Doctor had good reason to maim this evidence, because it is 
directly against him. For he undertakes to prove from Origen, 
that John vi. “is not to be understood of Sacramental oral man- 
ducation ;” whereas Origen says, “ We are said to drink the 





_ J Homil. xvi. in Num. fol. 123. * (tom. ii. p. 334. ] 
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Blood of Christ, not only in the rite of the Sacraments,” (and 
it has been more than once observed, that the ancients often 
call the Bread and Wine in the Eucharist ‘ Sacraments’ in the 
plural number). And in these words he does as expressly con- 
tradict Dr. W.’s doctrine, as if he had said, “ We do in the 
rite of the Sacraments drink the Blood of Christ, according 
to John vi.” For it was of these words he was now discours- 
ing, and he had just before rehearsed ver. 53, viz., “ Except 
ye eat the Flesh of the Son of Man, and drink His Blood,” 
&c., “and My Flesh is meat indeed,” &c., and “He that 
says this was wounded for all; for He was wounded for our 
sins,’ as saith Esaias'. And then follow the words first 
cited; so that Origen’s testimony recoils on them that use 
it. For it is certam that in those words he applies these 
verses in John vi. to the Eucharist. And though he does 
also say that “we drink the Blood of Christ by receiving 
His sayings;” yet his way of expression sufficiently shews, 
that the Sacramental drinking was the primary and acknow- 
ledged sense, and the other the allegorical. And indeed 
he was professedly upon the allegorical flight; for the occa- 
sion of all he says in this place was, that he thought the 
literal sense of those words, “ He shall not sleep until he drink 
the blood of the slain,” to be too harsh; for he supposes it 
to be a prophecy of the Christian Church, and that there- 
fore “ abhorring the sound of the letter we must recur to a 
sweetening allegory;” and so expounds these words by John vi. 
53. And because ‘slain’ is in the plural number, and there- i 
fore to drink the Blood of Christ, Who was but one Person, 
did not come up to his purpose, therefore he adds that “ the 
Apostles were also slain, and that when we read their writings _ 
we drink the blood of slain men.” ‘Therefore one may cer- ~ 
tainly pronounce this to be in Origen’s own judgment the 
allegorical sense of John vi., and by unavoidable consequence, 
not to be that primary proper sense intended by our Saviour 
in these words. ie 
And here my reader may observe, that neither Origen nor — 
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1 The reader will excuse me that I which they are translated, very plain, 
allege Origen here, and in the other ci- so that I think my reader may depend ~ 
tations on this head, in English only, upon the rendition which I have given. 
The citations are numerous, and some _ I can assure him that I have not de- — 
of them long; and the Latin, from  signedly misrepresented one word, 
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any other of the ancients does ever professedly labour to prove SEC T. 
that John vi. was to be understood of the Eucharist; not be- ~~~ 
cause they did not think that this was our Saviour’s mean- take it it for 
ing in this place, for it will soon abundantly appear that oat Tob. vi. 
they did generally so take it; but because this sense of the sa" 
words was so obvious and so commonly received, that there Eucharist. 
was no occasion to insist upon a particular demonstration of 
it. Origen’s zeal for the allegorical sense makes him here 
and elsewhere enlarge himself in justification of the” gloss, 
which Dr. Clagett and Dr. Whitby assert to be the true one. 
But he saw no cause to use any persuasion or argument to 
convince himself or his intelligent hearers, that Christ was 
to be understood of the Sacrament; for which no reason can 
so probably be alleged as this, that all were sufficiently ap- 
prised that this was the common prevailing sense in which 
the words were generally taken; and therefore Origen thinks 
it sufficient to mention it en passant, as a thing of which 
nobody doubted: while on the other side he knew that his 
allegorical construction of the words would not so easily 
be admitted; and therefore he found it necessary to press 
and enforce it; and this will appear more evident from that 
citation from him, which Dr. Whitby next mentions. 

This citation is as follows; “Christ’s Flesh is meat indeed, 
and His Blood drink indeed; because He feedeth all man- 
kind with the Flesh and Blood of His Word, as with pure 
meat and drink™.” I should rather have turned the words, 
“He irrigates and refreshes every sort of men with,” &c., 
for the Latin words are, Potat ac reficit omne hominum 
genus, &e. Now that Origen in this Homily is upon the 
allegorical flight, is evident to all that ever looked into it. 
He had indulged himself so far this way in the former part 
of his discourse, that he apprehended his readers to be 
offended with him; and therefore apologizes for himself in 
fol. 72, by alleging the example of St. Paul. And he goes 1 Cor, x. 
on to tell us that St. Peter went into an upper room to pray, PPT 
“to shew that he sought after the things which are above.” 
And because it was said to that Apostle, “Kill and eat,’ three 
several times,” he will thereby have this doctrine insinuated, 
that “except we are cleansed by Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost, we cannot be clean.” No man certainly can believe, 
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CHAP. that Origen designed to persuade his hearers that this was 
— the primary and direct intention of the holy writer, in giving 
us this narrative; nay, he himself supposes the contrary, for 
he says this in justification of his former allegorical exposi- 
tions. He does indeed introduce his gloss on this passage 
of John vi. by saying, “That what we are speaking of may 
more evidently be made to appear, we will take an instance 
in things of greater moment ;” and then cites John vi. 58. 55, 
and adds, “ Because Jesus is wholly clean, His Flesh is wholly 
meat, His Blood is wholly drink, therefore He says, ‘ My Flesh 
is meat indeed ;’” and so proceeds as first cited. And he pre- — 
sently subjoins, “Peter and Paul and all the Apostles are 
clean in the next place after Christ; and thirdly, all the — 
disciples in proportion to their merits are clean food.” He — 
supposes that this allegory of his was better grounded than 
the rest, and therefore hopes to support the others by this; 
but if this had been the primary and direct intention of our — 
Saviour in this text, it had been nothing to his present pur- — 
pose, which was to justify a secondary and more remote ex- — 
position. And to give farther evidence of this, he says, — 
“There is a killing letter in the Gospel as well as Law;” and _ 
gives John vi. as an instance of this killing letter; which ~ 
is indeed a good proof against transubstantiation. And he — 
alleges another instance of this in those words of our Saviour, — 
“He that hath no sword, let him sell his garment, and buy 
one.” He tells us that “there is in these words the quicken- 
ing Spirit,” meaning, I suppose, ‘ the sword of the Spirit.’ No 
man can in equity suppose, that Origen intended to deny — 
that there was a more proper and just interpretation of those — 
words; or that the history recorded Luke xxii. 835—88 was 
meant of nothing but of a spiritual sword, which is the Word 
of God; and I am very confident that no impartial reader 
will see cause to suppose that Origen believed this construc- 
tion of John vi. to be more proper and genuine than any of 
‘the rest. There is indeed this difference between John vi. 
and other texts here produced by Origen, that others of them 
have a literal meaning intended by the holy writers; but this” 
of John vi. has no literal meaning intended either by Christ 
Jesus or St.John. But that Origen himself acknowledged 
that “we eat Christ’s Flesh in the rite of the Sacraments,” 
has been already observed; and that this is a more prop 
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sense than that of ‘receiving His doctrine,’ needs no proof. oe is 
For that the Eucharistical Bread and Wine are verily and in- 
deed Christ’s Body and Blood, though not literally, has been 
shewed at large; but this can never be said of His precepts, 
except in a very remote and loose way of speaking. If Origen, 
in all this disquisition about eating clean animals, which be- 
gins p. 72. col. 1. do give the proper sense of any one text 
that he cites, it is [that of] the parable of “the net which Matt, xii. 
gathered of every kind.” And it is certain, that by the *” 

good and bad fishes he justly understands men"; but when 

in the same place he supposes that these good or bad men 

are like clean or unclean fishes, to be tasted or eaten by 
discourse or conversation, he manifestly runs into ‘an alle- 

gory: and he does this more manifestly still°, where he 

says, “Those fishes, which are assisted by their fins and 
covered with scales, do rise upward, as seeking the liberty of 

the Spirit. And such,” says he, “is every saint, who being 
inclosed in the net of faith is called a good fish by Christ 
Jesus.” So that all which can be learnt from this citation 

is, that Origen is here allegorizing the words of our Saviour ; 

and consequently, that believing Christ’s doctrine is not eat- 

ing His Flesh and drinking His Blood, in the most direct 

and primary manner intended by our Blessed Saviour. Dr. 
Whitby lays some stress on the words used by Origen on this 
occasion, viz., “If ye are the sons of the Church, acknow- 

ledge that what we say are the things of the Lord ;” and if 
Origen had been performing the part of an interpreter, it 

must be owned that these words had been of considerable 
weight; but he himself, in the very beginning of the Homily, 
declares that this was not his design. Non enim nunc expo- 

nendi Scripturas, sed edificandi Ecclesias ministerium gerimus. 

And it is very evident, he kept close to his purpose, and acts 

the allegorist through the whole discourse. And when he 
charges them as “sons of the Church” to allow of his glosses, 

the utmost he can mean is, that it was then a prevailing opi- 

nion, that secondary remote allegorical senses of Scripture 

were to be admitted over and above the direct genuine 
meaning; and yet this opinion did not so much prevail but 

that Origen found occasion to complain of some men, for — 

n fol. 72. col. 4. © fol. 73, col. 4. 
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iss charging him with ‘offering violence to Scripture’ by his 
allegorical strains? ; and he might have spared all his pains, 
which he takes to defend himself on this occasion, if the 
sense which he gives to this and other texts had been the 
received sense of the Church in those days. I am pretty 
confident, that neither Dr. Whitby nor any of his followers 
will allow of any one of the allegorical glosses of Origen 
above mentioned, excepting this only on John vi., but I con- 
ceive in this case he ought not to pick and choose, but to 
take all or none; for it is the judgment or authority of 
Origen, for which we are now arguing; and he does as 
clearly declare that “thrice,” Acts x. 16, denotes the trine im- 
mersion ; that Peter’s going up into the upper room denotes 
his seeking the things above; that the Apostles and disciples 
of our Lord are “ clean meat,” and the other particulars before 
mentioned; as that John vi. is to be understood of doctrine. 
Nor ought any man in justice to impute this opinion to Ori- 
gen; since it is evident beyond all dispute, that he does not 
offer this as an interpretation, but only as an allegory; and 
declares in the very front of his discourse that he was “not 
interpreting Scripture, but edifying the Church,” that is, 
making such anagogical glosses as might elevate the affec- 
tions or reform the morals of his hearers. 3 
That Origen understood John vi., in the first place, of the ~~ 
Eucharist, and in the second place or anagogical sense only, — 
of doctrine, we have a very direct proof from Homil. xiii. in 
Levitic., fol. 87. col. 3, where having spoken of the Eucharist — 
as an effectual propitiation, as “the Bread Which comes — 
down from heaven and gives life to the world,” as the reader 
may see in the Appendix4, he soon after adds, “We may other- 
wise understand it; for every word of God is bread;” for~ 
here again, as in the citation first produced by Dr. Whitby, E 
he clearly speaks on a supposition, that the Eucharist was 
primarily meant in John vi., doctrine or protents secondarily | 
and remotely only. - 
And to give my reader a decisive proof, that no conehsion 
ought to be drawn Bering that sense of J ohn vi. for which I ‘’ Ee 
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history of institution, that he does in relation to John vi. 
And I do with good reason presume, that it was not the 
intention of Origen nor of those against whom I argue, to 
prove that the words of institution are meant of instruction 
only. And though Dr. W. is willing to have John vi. to be 
understood primarily of doctrine and precepts; yet I cannot 
im charity believe, that he would serve the history of institu- 
tion in the same manner. And I suppose it will appear from 
the following passages, that Origen’s judgment was, that the 
words of institution and of John vi. carry the same sense; 
and that whosoever fulfils our Saviour’s precept in receiving 
the Eucharist does also receive the promise of Christ’s Flesh 
and Blood and [of] eternal Life mentioned in John vi., and 
that they who do not eat Christ’s Flesh and drink His Blood 
according to John vi. do not comply with the institution of 
this holy Sacrament. The words of Origen, to which I now 
appeal, are in his thirty-fifth Homily on St. Matthew’s Gospel; 
where he treats of our Saviour’s celebrating the first Eucha- 
rist, according to the narrative which St. Matthew gives us 
of this memorable fact, in the twenty-sixth chapter of his 
Gospel. Now in the 75th fol. col. 1. of this Homily, speak- 
ing of our Saviour’s preparing to eat the Passover with His 
disciples, he says, “We being under the virtue and spirit (not 
the letter) of the Law do fulfil all things, which are there 
commanded to be celebrated in a bodily manner, by cele- 
brating them spiritually; for we put away the old leaven of 
malice and wickedness, and we keep the new Passover with 
the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth ; Christ Himself 
feasting with us according to the will of the Lamb, Who 
says, ‘Except ye eat the Flesh of the Son of Man and drink 
- His Blood, ye have no Life in you.’ He Who takes away the 
sins of the world does also’ forbid the destroyer of all man- 
kind and not of Egypt only, to touch us; while we cele- 
brate the Passover with Him, and ascend, the Lord being 
with us, from the places below to the upper region in which 
is a guest-chamber, which is shewed to the disciples of 
Christ by the master of the family, that is, the intellect 
which is in every man: but let this upper room be large 
enough to receive Jesus, the Word and Wisdom and Truth 
-of God, and in all respects the Son of God, Who cannot 
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adds, that it must not only be “large” but “clean,” that it 
must be “in the City of God,” that is, the Church. And 
at the end of this page, “ We ought to know, that they who 
are taken up with feasting and secular cares do not go into — 
the upper room, nor behold it’s greatness, nor consider it’s 
furniture ; nor do they celebrate the Passover with Jesus, nor 
do they receive the Bread of blessing nor the Cup of the New 
Testament from Him.” Here in the first words he supposes, 
that they who keep the Christian Passover do eat the Flesh 
of the Son of Man, according to the meaning of John vi.; 
and that it was Christ’s will, in celebrating and instituting 
this new Passover, that we should eat this Flesh; and by 
eating this Flesh, have Life abiding in us. And in the last 
words he denies that worldly unprepared communicants do 
receive “ the Cup of the New Testament or the Bread of bless- 
ing.” So that ‘to eat the Flesh of the Son of Man’ and ‘to 
receive the Cup of the New Testament or the Bread of bless- 
ing’ are reciprocal things; and he that does one does the 
other. Modern Divines think it the peculiar privilege of — 
well-prepared communicants, that they eat the Fleshof Christ | 
and drink His Blood, according to John vi. Origen declares 
that this is likewise their privilege, that they only eat the 
Bread of blessing and [drink] the Cup of the New Testament ; 
that is, they alone do truly receive the Eucharist. Modern — 
Divines say, that this Flesh and Blood may be eaten and drunk 
extra cenam, in any act of religion; but Origen supposes — 
that eating the Flesh and drinking the Blood, and eating — 
the Bread and drinking the Cup, are the same action; and b. 
that none do it indeed, but they who come with suitable dis- — 
positions. He speaks of both in the same eryptical manner; — 
and he does this last more cledrly in the following wordag 
of the same Homily’; where after having recited the words 
of institution, he immediately subjoins, “The Bread, whiclll 
God the Word confesses to be His Body, is the Word Which — 
nourishes souls. The Word proceeding from God the Wome 
and the Bread from the heavenly Bread, Which is plac 
on that Table, of which it is written, ‘Thou hast prepar re 
a Table before Me in spite of them that trouble Me ;’ an 
r fol. 76. col. 2,3. - - 
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the Drink, which God the Word confesses to be His Blood, secr. 
is that Word Which irrigates and exhilarates most notably ——" — 
the hearts of them who drink It; Which is in that Cup, of 

which it is written, ‘and Thy exhilarating Cup is very 
strong,’ (according to the LXX5); and that Drink is the Ps. xxii 5. 
Cup of the true Vine,” he cites John xv. 1. I suppose 
neither Origen nor any other writer could ever more ex- 
pressly say that eating the Flesh of Christ according to 

John vi. denotes receiving His doctrine, than Origen here 

says the same of eating Christ’s Body and drinking His 

Blood in the Eucharist; and this passage is the more ob- 
servable, because Origen here is professedly speaking of the 

history of institution, and therefore one would think should 

give us what he thought to be the most proper meaning of 

that context. But he proceeds in the same strain, and at the 

foot of col. 3. he adds, “ And what Jesus said, when He took 

Bread, and likewise when He took the Cup, he that is a 

babe in Christ and carnal may understand in a common 

sense: but let him that is wiser inquire, from whom Jesus 
receives it; for He receives it from God the Giver, and He 

gives it to them that are worthy to receive the Bread and 
Cup.—‘ Moses gave you not bread, but My Father giveth 

you the true Bread from heaven.’” In which words he John vi.37. 
plainly asserts that what our Saviour promised, John vi., 

was actually given in the institution; and he supposes 

that they only who are worthy do receive the Euchar- 

istical Bread and Cup, and supposes them to be babes who 

think otherwise. And therefore in his judgment, to receive 

the Eucharistical Body, and to eat the Flesh according to 

John vi., are the same thing. He presently adds, as follows ; 

« And Jesus always receives Bread from the Father, and gives 

thanks, and breaks it for them who keep the feast with Him. 

And He gives it to His disciples according to every one’s 
capacity, and says, ‘ Take ye, eat ye y and He shews, when He 
nourishes them with this Bread, that it is His own Body; 

since He is the Word Which we stand in need of, both now 

and when it is fulfilled in the Kingdom of God.—If there- 

fore we will receive the Bread of blessing from Christ Who 

uses to give it, let us go into the city, into the house of a 
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certain man, where Jesus keeps the Passover with His Dis- 
ciples, when His friends have prepared it: and let us go to 
the upper part of the house, which is large, furnished, and 
prepared ; where [Jesus] receiving the Cup from the Father, 
and giving thanks, gives It to those who go up with Him, 
saying, ‘ Drink ye, for It is the Blood of the New Testament,’ 
Which is drunk by His Disciples and poured out for the 
remission of sins committed by those who drink It. If you 
ask how It is poured out, earnestly consider, when you say ~ 
this, that which is written, that the love of God is poured out 
in your hearts.” And in the Greek works of Origen‘, after 
having said, that what our Saviour gave to Judas at the Eu- 
charist was ouoyevés, of the same sort that He gave to the 
other Apostles, to them for salvation, to him for condemna- 
tion ; he adds, “ Let the Bread and Wine be apprehended by 
the simple, according to the common receiving in the Eu- 
charist (Gr. kata tiv Koworépay rept Evyapuotias éxdoynv) ; 
but by those who are more profoundly instructed, accord- 
ing to a more Divine explication or promise (Gr. érayyediav) 
and concerning the nutritive Word of Truth.” It is evident — 
to a demonstration, that he gives the same turn to the © 
history of institution that he does to John vi. It is cer- 
tain, that he could not intend by these glosses to set aside 
the necessity of the outward Eucharist; he himself owns ~ 
that “the eleven Apostles received it to salvation,” and 
that therefore it is.a saving ordinance of religion; nor 
was he ever understood by the ancients to be guilty of 
any heterodoxy upon this head of theology. They, who ~ 
have so critically examined and so severely censured Ori- — 
gen upon other accounts, would never have spared him 
for so unsound an opinion, if they had thought that there — 
had been any grounds for suspicion; for as the ancients — 
universally believed the necessity of this Sacrament, so they 
would never have borne with him, if he had so notoriously 
opposed the known sense of the Christian Church. And 
therefore when he thus explains the institution of the Eu- 
charist, he must be supposed either to mean, that what we 
receive there is not the Body of Christ, in itself considered, but 
by virtue of the words pronounced over it; and that there- 
t vol. ii. p. 411, 4 
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fore we must receive the words as well as the bread; nay, 
we must have a much greater concern to digest the words 
by faith than to masticate the bread with our mouths. And 
this agrees well enough with what he says in the last cita- 
tion but one from him, which my reader will find in the Ap- 
pendix", where he says, “The Bread is profitable by means 


of the Word spoken over it ;” and I have before shewed, that. 


we never do so effectually receive the whole Word of God 
as in the Eucharist. And this indeed must be his meaning 
in the citation just now mentioned, where he supposes that 
they who are “more profoundly instructed” do, by the Bread 
and Wine, understand “the nutritive Word of Truth ;” which 
is the doctrine likewise of his master Clement. Or else it 
must be said, that, these discourses being delivered to a pro- 
miscuous auditory consisting of catechumens and chance- 
comers as well as communicants, it was not thought proper to 
speak of the mysteries of the Eucharist in such a manner, as 
that they who were not yet admitted to the Communion might 
fully know the nature of it. And I suppose that this ac- 
count will appear very probable to him that considers the 
following words of this writer in his ninth Homily on Le- 
viticus, fol. 81. “Thou that art come to the High-Priest, dwell 
not upon the blood of the flesh but learn rather the Blood of 
the Word, and hearken to Him Who says to thee, ‘ This is My 
Blood Which is shed for the remission of sins’. He that is ini- 
tiated in the mysteries knows both the Flesh and the Blood of 
the Word of God. Let us not therefore dwell on these things, 
which are well known to them that are instructed,” that is, to 
the communicants, “and which cannot be explained to the 
ignorant,” that is, to the catechumens and infidels. By “the 

Blood of the Word,” I apprehend, he clearly meant doctrine 
- and instruction ; and yet he certainly speaks of the Eucharist, 
_ for he bids us “hearken to Him Who says, ‘This is My Blood.’” 
_ He does not directly and in words at length speak of the 
_ Rucharistical Blood, but only of the natural or carnal, and of 
_ the allegorical blood, that is, doctrine ; which may be said 
- too of some of the other citations to this purpose. And he 
hints his reason for it, viz. that his hearers were partly such 
as were “ instructed,” and so had no occasion for further infor- 
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mation in this point; and partly the “ ignorant” or unbaptized, 
who according to the discipline of those ages were not per- 
mitted to hear any discourse, whereby they might come to 
the clear knowledge of the Eucharist before their time. And 
therefore when Origen, in the course of his Homilies, was 
obliged to say something of the words in John vi., or in the 
institution, he thought it sufficient to say so much of them, 
that the catechumens might not think that they stood for 
nothing, and yet to say no more than what might be heard 
by the unbaptized; and the communicants were, by the 
public Liturgy and by private and personal application, not 
only taught the nature of this mystery, but the reason why 
it was not to be expected that they should hear it publicly 
divulged in sermons or homilies, pronounced in common to 
all that were pleased to be present at the Christian assem- 
blies. Perhaps he nowhere in his Homilies speaks more 
plainly of the Eucharist than in the words I have more than 
once cited from him, and which must now be repeated’, 
viz. “ If these things are referred to the great Mystery, you 
will find that that commemoration has the effect of the great 
Propitiation. If you reflect on that Bread Which comes down 
from heaven and gives Life to the world, on that Shew-Bread 
Which God hath set forth as propitiatory through faith in His 
Blood ; and if you look to that commemoration, of which our 
Lord says, ‘ Do this as a memorial of Me ;’ you will find that is 
the only memorial which renders God propitious to men.” 
Now though no words can more plainly speak Origen’s 
opinion of the Eucharistical Sacrifice to them who are well 
acquainted with the phrases and texts of Scripture here used ; 
yet I am persuaded, my impartial reader will agree with me, 
that one who knew nothing of Christianity but what he had 
heard in such Homilies as these of Origen could never, from 
hearing these words once and away or by having them ten 
times repeated to him, penetrate into the nature of the Chris- 
tian Eucharist. They could not from these words in them- 
selves considered, without being acquainted with the process 
of the Eucharistical solemnity, know whether Origen meant 


natural or figurative bread, or in what sense it came down 


from heaven, or how it was a memorial, or of what it was a 
Y b. p. 10. Ap. 
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commemoration. And it is observable, that he turns short 
upon his hearers and excuses himself from any further explana- 
tion by presently adding, ‘ But it is not convenient to en- 
large on these things; because it is sufficient that they may 
be understood by remembrance,” that is, by recollecting what 
they had formerly been taught upon this head, presently 
after Baptism, and upon their first admission to the Eu- 
charist. Communicants might sufficiently understand what 
he meant; and he intended: to instruct no other persons in 
this mystery. And so he proceeds to tell the catechumens, 
that “every word of God is bread,” as is before mentioned. 
And indeed it seems probable that this was the usual rule by 
which preachers governed themselves, while their auditories 
were known to consist of infidels or almost-Christians as 
well as of those who had received Baptism. And this is 
the account which he himself seems to me to give of this 
matter. 

I have been the more large in examining the citations of 
Origen, because they seem to give more countenance to the 
cause of Dr. Whitby and Dr. Clagett than any thing else to 
be met with in antiquity. And now let us briefly reflect on 
what we find Origen to have said in this matter. 

It is freely owned that Origen does several times explain 
eating and drinking Christ’s Flesh and Blood in John vi. by 
receiving His doctrine. But, 

1. He does in the same manner explain eating the Bread 
and drinking the Cup in the history of the institution; now 
it is very certain, that the words of institution are meant of 
the Eucharist, and that Origen himself did so understand 
them. When therefore he takes no more liberty with John vi. 
than he does with the words of institution, it does by no 
means follow, that by eating Christ’s Flesh and drinking His 
Blood in John vi. he believed that receiving Christ’s doc- 
trine was primarily meant, any more than that the words of 
institution, by bidding us ‘ eat this Bread,” ‘ drink this Cap; 
require us only to believe His Gospel. 

2. It is certain, that when Origen gives this meaning either 
to John vi., or to the words of institution, he gives it as an 
allegorical remote sense only. All will easily believe this 
as to the words of institution. And the whole process of his 
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CHAP. discourse in those Homilies, from which Dr. Clagett and 


Dr. Whitby have taken their citations, is a clear demon- 
stration that he was wholly on the allegorical strain, when 
he explained John vi. by faith and doctrine. Nay, I have 
shewed that Origen himself does declare as much. Since then 
this is by Origen himself confessed to be the allegorical sense 
only, therefore it cannot be the first and direct sense, after 
which only I am now searching. . So that the very citations 
produced by Dr. Clagett and Dr. Whitby are, if we observe 
their connection with what goes before and follows, a proof 
that Origen did not look upon this gloss to be the proper 
sense of John vi. 

3. It is very clear that he does over and again apply John vi. 
to the Eucharist, without giving us any grounds to suspect 
that he does it in an anagogical or improper sense; nay, he 
does it sometimes in such a manner, that we have good reason 
to conclude he took this to be the primary meaning of our 
Saviour. I will here add one instance not yet mentioned *. 
“ Baptism was formerly enigmatical in the cloud and the sea; 
but now regeneration by water and the Spirit is in open view. 
Then manna was the enigmatical food; but now the Flesh of 
the Son of God is true meat in open view, as He Himself 
hath said, ‘My Flesh is meat indeed, and My Blood is drink 
indeed.’” I suppose no man can rationally doubt, but that 
as he speaks of Baptism in the first clause, so he speaks of 
the Eucharist in the other; and he calls this latter Sacrament 
the Flesh of Christ, as he could not have done, if Christians 
in that age had used by ‘the Flesh of Christ’ to understand 
doctrine and mere precepts. And he supports this name of 
the Sacrament by John vi. 55, which had been impertinent 


if it had not then been generally allowed that this text was 


meant of the Eucharist. And it will soon appear from St. 
Augustine, that ‘to receive the Flesh of the Son of Man’ 
was a phrase commonly used among the African Christians 
for ‘receiving the Sacrament,’ as we now speak. 

4, And it deserves our particular reflection, that neither 
Origen nor any other writer does ever industriously and de- 
signedly make it their business to prove, that John vi. was 
to be understood of the Eucharist, as some of them at least 
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_ would have done, if it had been a disputable point; but when SECT. 
they apply John vi. to this Sacrament, they speak of it as a » 
thing which all then allowed; but it appears by the two first 
citations from Origen, that when he would have this text to 
be understood of doctrine and precepts, he thought it neces- 
sary to spend many words upon it, as being a notion not 
so generally received. And I need not tell my intelligent 
reader, that it is not so much my concern to prove that I 
have Origen on my side, as that the Church or generality 
of Christians did in those ages take John vi. to be meant 
of the Holy Sacrament. And I cannot but be of opinion, 
that both Origen, and especially the Christians, to whom he 
preached, were in my sentiment as to this matter. 

If indeed Origen, when he says, that “The Bread and 
Wine may be apprehended by the more simple, according to 
the common receiving in the Sacrament, but by them who 
are more profoundly instructed, concerning the nutritive 
Word :” if, I say, by these words he intended to express his 
opinion that men may fulfil the institution of the Eucharist 
by believing the Gospel without receiving the symbols; I 
conceive this opinion of his ought to be abhorred by all men 
that are judicious and of a true Catholic spirit; but it is 
evident, that these words were spoken in relation to the 
Bread and Wine administered by our Saviour, when He 
celebrated the first Eucharist, and so cannot serve the turn 
of Dr. Whitby or his followers. 

There is indeed a passage of Origen, on a Matt. Xv. p. 253. 
var i. of Monsieur Huet’s edition, which I cannot pretend to 
understand. If any learned person, who dislikes the doctrine 
for which I am now an advocate, shall please to form an 
argument against me from those words, I shall not despair 
of returning a proper answer ; but that place does not at all 
favour the opinion of Dr. Whitby. And I apprehend it will 
be no hard matter to prove, that whoever undertakes to 
maintain any modern notion from those words will find 
himself disappointed. 

The next writer cited by Dr. Whitby, is Eusebius Czesari- ig oh 
ensis?, who introduces our Saviour saying, “ Do not think I selllcar oli 


* [Contra Marcellum, De Ecclesias- gelica, ed. Paris. 1628. M? “yep Thy 
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speak of the Flesh with which I am clothed, as if you must eat 
that, nor that I command you to drink My corporeal sensible 
Blood; but know well, that the words, which I have spoken 
to you, are Spirit and Life. So that the very words and 
speeches of Christ are the Flesh and Blood.” Now I con- 
ceive, that by this last sentence his meaning is, either that the 
Word of Christ makes the Sacrament the Body and Blood; 
just so our Saviour says, “I am the Resurrection and the Life ;” 
He is the efficient cause of the resurrection, as His words are 
of the Sacramental Body and Blood: or else his design was 
to say, that the main or principal thing required on our part 
in receiving the Sacrament is to receive all the holy instrue- 
tions which He has given us. However, that Eusebius did 
not believe that bare words and precepts were intended by 
our Saviour in John vi. is sufficiently clear from what he 
speaks in this very discourse*, that when our Saviour says, 
‘the flesh profiteth nothing, “He did not speak of the 
Flesh which He had assumed, but of His mystical Body and 
Blood.” And this indeed is his most probable meaning im 
these words, and those cited next before, viz., that, as Origen 
expresses it, “ Not the consecrated food” or the material 
Bread, which is His mystical Body, ‘but the Word spoken 
over it is profitable.’ I conceive ‘the mystical Body’ can 
be understood of nothing but the material Eucharist, in this 
place: the Church is indeed Christ’s mystical Body; but as 
I am not aware that any man ever asserted that Christ by 
His Flesh and Blood in John vi. did intend His Church, so 
it is utterly inconsistent with common sense so to under- 
stand it; for the Flesh which Christ speaks of John vi. 
“was given for the Life of the world,’ which cannot be 
applied to the Church. Nor am I sensible, that Christ’s doc- 
trine is ever called His ‘mystical Body; and if it were, 
yet to suppose that Eusebius should say in one place, that 
Christ’s mystical Body (that is, His doctrine,) profiteth not, 
and then within a page or two from that place to assert, that 
this doctrine of His, this mystical Body, is Spirit and Life, 
is to make this great man directly contradict himself. I 
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conclude therefore, that if Eusebius be not a witness to the 
doctrine which I now assert, yet neither is he against it. 


SECT. 
Vis 





St. Athanasius is next cited by Dr. Whitby, for saying, Allegation 


from Atha- 


“The words which Christ spake are not carnal, but spiritual ; jasins con, 


for how could His Body have sufficed for meat, that It should 
be made the food of the whole world?” Thus he maims a 
paragraph, which the reader may peruse more at large in 
my Appendix‘; and yet in the words, as cited by the Doctor, 
there is nothing that does at all affect the doctrine of oral 
or Sacramental manducation. Nor can I conceive to what 
purpose Dr. Whitby and Dr. Clagett produced these words ; 
they are indeed directly against transubstantiation, but are 
an illustrious proof of the doctrine of the Sacrament which 
prevailed in the primitive Church; and particularly, they 
are an evidence that he understood John vi. of the Eucha- 
rist. For this great man declares that “Christ predicates of 
Himself,” (that is, of His Sacramental Body ; for the Fathers 
use the word ‘ Christ’ or ‘ Christ’s Flesh and Blood’ promis- 
cuously, as our Saviour Himself uses ‘I’ and ‘ Me’ in this 
chapter as words equivalent to ‘My Flesh and Blood,’) “both 
Flesh and S pirit ;’ and therefore was very far from the opi- 
nion of these Doctors, that Christ meant nothing but pre- 
cepts and instruction by Flesh and Blood: though he says, 
“Christ speaks not of carnal things but spiritual ;”’ yet he 
affirms too, that there is something ‘seen,’ something ‘ 

visible.’ By Spirit and Life he understands “ spiritual and 
supernal food, heavenly nutriment, distributed among all as 
a preservative to the resurrection to eternal life.’ And he 
has formerly been cited as from Mr. Mede, calling the Eu- 
charist “ heavenly incorruptible Bread,” clearly alluding to 


sidered and 
refelled. 


the words of our Saviour, “ This is the Bread which cometh John vi. 50, 


down from heaven, that a man may eat thereof and not die.” 
To this let me. add those decisive words‘, ‘‘ We have the first- 


fruits of the future repast in this present life, in the Com- - 


munion of the Body of our Lord, as He hath said, ‘ The Bread 
which I will give is My Flesh,’ &c., for the Flesh of the Lord 
is a reviving Spirit.” No writer can speak more directly 
and positively than St. Athanasius does, for oral manducation 
being meant in John vi. And I must profess myself amazed 
ea. p. 17. Ap. « b, p. 17. Ap. 
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CHAP. to see two such learned men as Dr. Whitby and Dr. Clagett 

suppose that he favours the contrary opinion. 

Allegations The next writer cited by both these Doctors is St. Jerome; 

yom St. the treatise cited by them is spurious, I mean their Commen- 

ae ee taries on the Psalms; for Erasmus and all editors since his 

felled. time, and Dr. Cave our learned countryman, give them over 
as the work of some later hand. I will only add that this 
pretended St. Jerome says, that John vi. “may be under- 
stood of the mysteries.”” This is contrary to what Dr. Whitby 
asserts, which is, that our Saviour is “not to be understood 
of Sacramental manducation.”. The true St. Jerome does 
say °, that ‘‘ Christ’s Flesh and Blood may be eaten and drunk, 
not only in the mysteries, but in reading the Scripture.” But 
he first fairly tells his reader that he is speaking jurta dva- 
yeynv; which makes me believe that other Fathers, when 
they speak as St. Jerome here does, are to be understood 
anagogically ; and I shall not enlarge on these words, be- 
cause they are in effect what Origen had said before. Let 
us observe then, how he mixes the anagogical and the proper 
sense of John vi. and of the institution, in those words’, 
« Let us understand, that the Bread, which Christ brake and 
gave to His disciples, was the Body of our Lord and Saviour— 
if therefore the Bread which came down from heaven is 
the. Body of our Lord, and the Wine He gave to His dis- 
ciples, the Blood Which was shed for the remission of sins— 
let us go with our Lord into the upper room furnished and 
clean, and let us receive from Him the Cup of the New Tes- 
tament from above ; and celebrating the Passover with Him, 
let us be exhilarated with the wine of sobriety ; for the king- 
dom of God is not meat and drink, &c. Moses gave us not 
the true Bread, but our Lord Jesus, Who is Himself both the 
Convivator and the Feast, that eats with us and is eaten by 
us.” He very evidently speaks of the Sacrament, and applies 
to it the title of the “ Bread which came down from heaven,” 
and of “the true Bread,” which he took from John vi.; and yet 
he gives such an anagogical dash to his discourse, that if it 
were not plain to a demonstration, that he speaks of the in- 
stitution as well as of the context in dispute, this would be 
thought an unanswerable evidence against me. But from 
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this instance it appears, that the ancients used the same lati- SECT. 
tude in relation to the words of institution, that they do in Es 
speaking of John vi. And it is observable that St. Jerome, 
when these words came from him, had Origen’s Homily on 

the twenty-sixth chapter of St. Matthew, ver. 26, 27, which 

I just now quoted from him, lying before him, or fresh in. his 
memory. And by the turn which he gives them, it seems 
pretty plain that he took the words of Origen as I do. But 

St. Jerome fully delivers his testimony of the proper sense 

of John vi. when he says of ‘ wheat,’ that “out of it the 
heavenly Bread is made, of which our Lord declares, ‘My 
Flesh is meat indeed, and My Blood is drink indeed.’”. And 

from all this put together, I conclude that he certainly under- 
stood John vi. to be most properly understood of the Eucha- 

rist ; and it is for the primary and proper sense that I am 

now arguing. : 

Dr.. Whitby proceeds to St. Augustine; and Dr. Clagett Allegations 
too, many years before, had cited to the same purpose those y patos 
words of his, “ Why providest®” (I should rather say, ‘why Considered 
preparest’) “thou [thy] teeth and stomach? believe, and flled. 
thou hast eaten‘; for to believe in Him is to eat the Living 
Bread.” He was evidently speaking to some ignorant care- 
less Africans, who were more concerned to come to the Sa- 
crament with clean mouths and empty stomachs than with 
hearts filled with faith and holy affections; and all that the 
Father can mean is, that faith is more necessary than any 
external preparation for eating and drinking the Sacrament 
to our soul’s health. It is very evident, that the Father 
speaks to them, who came to Church in order to communi- 
cate and had to that purpose kept themselves fasting. Now 
I have that opinion of Dr. Whitby, that he will not suppose 
that it was St. Augustine’s intention to send these men home 
again without receiving the Sacrament, or that he designed 
to convince them that oral manducation was unnecessary, that 
it was sufficient for them to eat the Body of Christ by an 


® m. p. 29. Ap. does not mean, she did not touch the 

h The Latin is, ‘Ut quid paras’ &c. hem of Christ’s garment, but that she 

i Just so he says of the woman that believed as well as touched. So St. 
had the issue of blood, ‘‘ Tetigit, id est, Augustine intended not to say, that we 
credidit,”’ she touched, that is, she be- need not eat if we believe, but that we 
lieved, Conc. 1. on Psalm ]xxviii. He must believe as well as eat. 
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internal act of faith only. He therefore speaks to them upon 
supposition that they were to eat and drink the symbols; and 
to such a person any Bishop or Priest may say, ‘ Believe, and 
thou hast eaten; and if thou believest not, thou hast not eaten.’ 
The question is, whether this holy Father would have used 
these words to any that were not actual communicants, and 
told them that they might eat Christ’s Flesh and drink His 
Blood, without the assistance of Church or Priest, in their own 
closets or at their own tables, by the exercise of their faith 
or by any other act of religion. Nothing else will serve the 
purpose of Dr. Whitby; and I am much mistaken, if St. 
Augustine ever dropped any words that look this way. Dr. 
Whitby refers us to St. Augustine’s twenty-sixth Tract on 
St. John, where we have the following words*, “'To believe 
in Him is to eat the Living Bread. He that believes eats, 
because he is inwardly replenished; any one may come in, 
and go to the Altar, and receive the Sacrament with an un- 
willing mind; he cannot believe but with his own’ consent.” 
And in these words again he strongly affirms the necessity 
of faith in order to a proper eating and drinking the Sacra- 
ment, but still he speaks of and to actual communicants ; 
and the question still is, whether the Father would have said 
so to one that wilfully abstained. And it will soon appear 
that he could not so speak according to his own principles. 
Dr. Clagett further cites St. Augustine for saying!, “The 
Sacrament of this is taken by some to life, by some to de- 
struction ; but the thing itself, whereof this is a Sacrament, is 
to all for life, to none for death.” The reader is to observe - 
that ‘the thing itself’ here spoken of is unity, for that was 
what the holy Father had just before been treating of ; and 
I cannot at present conceive, how they that believe these 
words to be a proof that John vi. is not meant of the Sacra- 
ment would form their argument or draw their conclusion 
from these words. And I have no reason to apprehend 
that it is possible for them to make these words serve their 
purpose. 

Dr. Clagett cites St. Augustine for saying™, “To receive 
the Body of Christ truly and not by the Sacrament, this is 
to remain in Christ.” But the Doctor takes the liberty of 
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turning, non Sacramento tenus, ‘not by the Sacrament,’ which g ror. 
really signifies, ‘not in the Sacrament’ or sign ‘only;’ so, __Y: 





ore tenus, ‘in words only;’ titulo tenus, ‘in name,’ or title 
_fonly ;’ aurium tenus, ‘ with the ears only.’ “To eat the Body 
of Christ truly,” in the sense of St. Augustine and the 
ancients, is to eat It internally and with faith, as has been 
shewed ; and to do it ‘ by the Sacrament only’ is a phrase inti- 
mating the reception of the ‘ external sign’ (so St. Augustine 
sometimes explains Sacrament) without faith and other in- 
ternal preparations. 

But the most learned and ingenious Dr. Clagett, whose 
labours against Dr. Owen and the Papists will immortalize 
his name, does confess that “ St. Augustine in writing against 
the Pelagians owns this context in St, John’s Gospel to be a 
direct and proper command to receive the Eucharist.” There- 
fore I wish this excellent man had never studied to make this 
Father contradict himself. But I think it is very evident 
that he has laboured in vain, for I am not sensible that he 
has produced any passage from St. Augustine or any other 
Father but what has been considered and answered; for as 
to what concerns St. Augustine’s denying that the wicked eat 
the Body of Christ, that has formerly been accounted for under 
another head"; and as to the passage from St. Augustine, 
De Doctrina Christiana®, the Doctor uses it against transub- 
stantiation only, and indeed it could serve him to no other 
purpose. It is true, St. Augustine (and the same may be 
said of several others) does understand what goes before 
those words in the fifty-first verse of John vi., viz., “ And the 
Bread which I give is My Flesh,” &c., they understand, I 
say, our Saviour sometimes, in what goes before, to speak of 
His giving the Holy Ghost: so in Tom. iii. p. 703. Tract 26. 
on St. John’s Gospel, Daturus Dominus Spiritum Sanctum 
dixit se panem, qui de celo descendit. And of this I suppose 
he is to be understood in his second book De Sermone Domini 
in Monte; where interpreting those words in the Lord’s 
Prayer, “Give us this day our daily bread,’ by ‘daily 
bread’ he understands the things necessary for this life, or 
the Sacrament of Christ’s Body, or “that spiritual Bread of 
which our Lord says, ‘I am the Bread of Life;’” for He is 
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CHAP, with us by the Spirit. And it was not incongruous by what 
il. went before those words, where He declarés “His Flesh to 
be Bread,” to understand the promise of that Holy Spirit, 
whereby His Sacramental Body became what It was. But 
this does not in the least serve the purpose of any modern 
glossators; for St. Augustine does not understand either 
doctrine or any spiritual action of ours, or the natural Body 
of Christ, to be understood by our Saviour in this passage ; 
and the words from verse 51. forward, he perpetually took 
to be meant of Sacramentally CONE — not 

orally or externally only. 
St. Augus- And this I look upon to be the common Ciudedaaie of the 


tine gives ancient Fathers; however, this was beyond all doubt the — 
estimony 





etal sentiment of St. Augustine, as appears from the following 
argely, : ‘ “ , “9 

‘that john Citations: firstP, “Does the flesh give Life? The Lord Him- 
meantof self said, when He was commending to us this earth, (that is, 


the Eucha- the Sacramental Body,) ‘It is the Spirit that giveth Life but 
the. flesh profiteth not.’ Therefore when you reverentially 
approach any earth, look not on it as earth,’ &c. And in © 
the next page? he introduces Christ, as saying, ‘‘ Understand 
what I say in a spiritual manner, you are not to eat that 
Body which you see; I have commended to you a Sacrament ; 
it will give you Life, if spiritually. understood ; though it is 
necessary to be celebrated in a visible manner, yet it must 
invisibly be apprehended :”’ in which words he professedly 
expounds John vi. 53, 63. Again’, ‘‘ How are we to under- 
stand that which is said, ‘If any man eat of this Bread he 
shall live for ever ?’?. Can we admit of those [to live for ever] 

_ of whom the Apostle says, that they ‘eat and drink their 
own damnation?” This is the main, I may say, the only 
difficulty that I am aware of, in maintaining that John vi. is 
to be understood of the Eucharist; and I am not sensible of 
any reason that others have to oppose this sense, but that they __ 
imagine, that if the words are so taken, then he who externally 
receives the Eucharist cannot miss of Life eternal: and for this 
reason it is thought safest by most now-a-days, to deny that this _ 
context is to be understood of the Eucharist. You see St.Au- 
gustine was pressed with this difficulty ; he was fully sensible _ 
of the force of this objection ; and therefore, if he had not been 
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fully convinced that this context was to be understood of the 
Eucharist, he would infallibly have let us known it on this oc- 
casion. If his judgment had not been perfectly determined in 
the point, he would have been glad to make use of the evasion 
which is now with too many thought to be a certain truth, 
viz., that Christ Jesus does not here speak. of oral. or Sacra- 
mental manducation; which had been an effectual: way to 
cut the knot, and to escape the objection with which he was 
pinched. And we are not therefore to doubt but he would 
have made this answer, if he had not been under an absolute 
persuasion that he should thereby have done injury to the 
truth. And therefore instead of saying that this context was 
not meant of Sacramental eating and drinking, he answers 
it upon a direct presumption of the contrary: for, says he, 
“There is a certain manner of eating that Flesh and drinking 
that Blood; and he who eats and drinks in that manner, he 
dwells in Christ and Christ in him.” And I have :before 
shewed what the ‘ manner’ was, here meant by St. Augustine, 
namely, eating and drinking the Sacrament inwardly as well 
as outwardly, with faith as well as with the mouth. In other 
places he is altogether as express for understanding John vi. 
of the Holy Sacrament; as for instance, where he asks‘; 
“What is the Bread of the kingdom of God but He Who 
says, ‘I am the Living Bread which came down from heaven ?” 
prepare not your mouth but your heart. This is the com- 
_ mendation of this Supper. See, we believe in Christ, we re- 
ceive with faith, in receiving we know what is the subject of 
our meditation. We take a little, yet we are replenished in 
heart.”’ . And againt, “We have heard the veracious Master; 
the Divine Redeemer, commending to us our own ransom, His 
Blood ; for He spake to us of His own Body and Blood; the 
one He called ‘Meat,’ the other ‘Drink,’ which is the Sacrament 
of the faithful ; for we have heard our Lord saying, ‘ It is the 
Spirit that quickeneth.’” I will produce no more proofs of 
St. Augustine’s opinion at large, but refer my reader to those 
passages", which do as clearly speak St. Augustine’s judgment 
as any other which I have produced in words at length trans- 
lated into English. I will only add two paragraphs, which do 
not so much declare what this Father’s opinion was, as the 
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CHAP. general sense of Christians in that age, in the Church of Africa 





at least. The first is that, where he says*, “ Christ does not 
commit Himself tocatechumens. Askacatechumen, ‘Dost thou 
believe?’ He answers, ‘I do,’ and signs himself with the cross of 
Christ. He is not ashamed of the cross of Christ; but bears 
it in his forehead. Let us ask him, ‘ Dost thou eat the Flesh 
and drink the Blood of the Son of Man? He does not know 
what we mean, for Christ hath not committed Himself to him ; 
catechumens do not know what Christians receive.” Every one 
knows that what the ancients did most industriously hide from 
the catechumens was the nature of the Eucharist. And to 
keep them in the dark as to this particular, they did not per- 
mit them to be informed in the proper sense or primary mean- 
ing of John vi.; and here we may learn the reason why they did 
this, namely, because they believed that John vi. was to be 
understood of the Eucharist. Our modern Divines, who by 
Flesh and Blood mean doctrine, when they come to explain 
those words, “ the Bread which I will give is My Flesh,” do 
own that these words are especially meant of the “ belief of 
our Saviour’s Death and the benefits of it ;” and therefore 
do suppose that this is the condition on which eternal Life 
depends. Now the ancients were clearly of another mind ; 
for they taught men before they were baptized to believe in 
the Cross of Christ, and yet did not on this account think 
them in a state of salvation. And we of this age have been 
endeavouring to persuade men that what the primitive Church 
taught the catechumens is the very perfection of our religion, 
the principal or, in effect, the only condition for the obtaining 
eternal Life. The other passage I had in my eye is that in 
which he informs us’, that ‘‘the Punic Christians do rightly 
call Baptism nothing but Salvation, and the Sacrament of the 
Body of Christ nothing but Life. And whence have they this 
but from an ancient and, I think, Apostolical tradition, by 
which they hold it to be a principle innate in the Church of 
Christ, that the Kingdom [of Heaven] or Salvation cannot be 
had without Baptism. And what do they hold, who call the 
Sacrament of the Lord’s Table, Life, but that which was said, 
‘I am the Bread of Life ;’ and ‘Except ye eat the Flesh of the 
Son of Man and drink His Blood ye have no Life in you?’ ” 
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This is a most ample testimony that the African Christians SECT. 
did believe John vi. to be meant of the Sacrament ; and it si 
seems this way of speaking was of so long standing, that St. 
Augustine thought it an “ Apostolical tradition, an innate 
principle” of Christianity. Nothing greater could be said 
in behalf of this doctrine. 

Thus I have examined the citations alleged by these two Theseseven 
very learned men; and as they reckon upon seven Fathers sberaghgs 


gainst this 
on their side, so I am pretty well assured they have not one. %°"S® 


St. Augustine is a flaming and copious evidence against them. directly 
St. Jerome, St. Athanasius, Tertullian, and Clement of Alex- on 
andria, are clearly enough for the truth which I assert. Ori- 

gen, rightly understood, gives no real support to their cause, 

but rather countenances what I believe to be the true sense 

of John vi. And even Eusebius says, that John vi. is to be 
understood of the “mystical Body; by which he cannot 
mean the Church, but the Eucharistical Body of Christ. I 

will proceed to shew, 

(2.) That the primitive Church and Fathers did generally That John 
take John vi. to be meant of the Sacrament. Theodoret is very generally 
clear in those words*: “Our Lord did not promise to give Wate 
His invisible Nature, but His Body; ‘for the Bread [which] oe 
I will give is My Flesh;’ and in the delivery of the Divine 
mysteries, taking the symbol, He said, ‘This is My Body.’” 

He understood John vi. and the institution to be meant of 

the same Body. Cyril of Alexandria is a very willing and Cyril Alex. 
copious evidence: who*, mentioning “the unbloody Sacrifice sees 
of the loaves,” adds, “by it we are blest, eating the Bread Cou 
which came down from heaven.” In which words he ap- 

plies John vi. 82 and 50 to the Holy Eucharist. Again », 

he styles it “the heavenly Life-giving Sacrifice by which 

this mortal flesh puts on incorruption ;” which he could not 

say of the Eucharist on any other grounds but those words 

of our Saviour, “ He that eateth of this Bread shall live for John vi. 58. 
ever.” He expresses himself more fully still to this pur- 

pose °, where designedly treating on John vi. he says, “‘ Christ 

did not there shew the manner of eating His Flesh but the 
advantage of it, and required [His hearers] to believe rather 
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than to be inquisitive ;” and then applies the words of insti- 
tution to John vi. “He brake the Bread, and gave it to 
them who believed, saying, ‘This is My Body:’ you see He 
declares not the manner of the mystery to them who were 
ignorant and refused to believe without demur; but He is 
found of them who already believed;’ and citing those 
words, “ Except ye eat the Flesh of the Son of Man ye have 
no Life in you,” he immediately subjoins, “They remain 
wholly destitute of a holy and happy life, who receive not 
the Son by the mystical eulogy; that is, the Eucharist. 
And at another place 4, speaking of John vi. 68, our Saviour 
“calls the [Sacramental] Flesh ‘the Spirit, not denying it 
to be Flesh; but because it is united to It [the Spirit] and 
receives all its efficacy, and therefore ought to be called by 
that Name ;” and elsewhere’, “Christ is with us by His 
Flesh, which quickens us by the Spirit.” But those words 
of his, and of the whole Synod of Alexandria, and which are 
repeated by Cyril in his explanation of the eleventh Anathe- 
matism‘, are of the greatest force and authority, as being — 
read and approved by the third General Council, held at 
Ephesus; they are as follows®: “ We celebrate the unbloody 
Life-giving Sacrifice in the Churches, believing that which 
lies in open view to be the Body, not of common man, such 
as ourselves, (as also the precious Blood), but receiving it 
rather as Christ’s own Body, and as the Blood of the Word, 
Which quickeneth all things; for common flesh cannot give 
Life ; and of this our Saviour is a witness, saying, ‘The Flesh 
profiteth not, but it is the Spirit Which quickeneth ;’ for be- 
cause it is made the Word’s own Flesh, therefore it is con- 
ceived to be quickening, and is so; as our Saviour Himself 
says, ‘As the living Father hath sent Me, and I live by the 
Father, so he that eateth Me, even he shall live by Me.’” 
Cyril himself in his letter to the monks", having recited 
some part of these words, adds, ‘The chorus of the Fathers 
is of our mind,” (he means the Fathers of the General Coun- 
cil of Ephesus,) “and Proclus, who adorns the throne of Con- — 
stantinople'.”’ And it is observable that the Orientalists did 
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not deny these words to be understood of the Eucharist, as $EC.1 
Cyril himself sufficiently hints in his defence of the eleventh = 
Anathematism ; for he takes notice, that the main of what 
Nestorius and his party objected as to this point was, that 

“the Deity was not eaten*;” which indeed gives it. for 
granted, that Christ speaks of Sacramental manducation. 

For the Deity may be eaten by faith, as well as the Body 

and Blood; so that it is evident both parties took it for 
granted, that John vi. was meant of Sacramental manduca- 

tion; and in fine, both Church and heretics then agreed that 

our Saviour treats of the Eucharist in this chapter. St. Chry- Chrysos- 
sostom expresses his opinion, when he calls the Sacramental “™ 
Cup! “the Life-giving Blood and the cause of Life ;” when 

he says ™, that the Sacramental Body “is full of Life ;”” and in 

those very many places where we have seen him affirming, 

that the Divine grace and Holy Spirit descends on the sa- 

ered symbols: but further he directly declares his sense of 

this context, when he says”, “ Christ drank of the Cup, that 

they who heard Him say these things might not say, ‘what 

then, do we drink Blood and eat Flesh,’ and so be disturbed 

on this occasion; for when He discoursed of these things, 

many were offended at His sayings ;” where he refers evi- 
dently to John vi. 61, and therefore takes it for certain, that 
Christ is there speaking of the Eucharist. Again °, speaking 

of John vi. 63, he says (as before cited), “ We must take all 

these things in a spiritual manner; they are Spirit and Life, 

that is, they are divine and spiritual; what then, is it not 

His Flesh? yes, certainly—We ought not to judge by = 

we see, but to look into the mystery with our internal eyes.” 

And Gaudentius, speaking of the Eucharist, says?, “This Gaudentius 
is our provision for our journey, by which we are subsisted 

and nourished in this life, until departing this world we go 

to Him; on which account our Saviour said, ‘ Except ye eat 

the Flesh of the Son of Man and drink His Blood, ye have 

no Life in you.’” Ambrose gives very full evidence in this Ambrose. 
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cause in those words 4, “Christ gave this Bread to His Apo- 


—_—__ stles to distribute it to the faithful people. This Bread is the 


Macarius. 


Gregory 
Nyssen. 


St. Basil. 
Optatus. 
St. Hilary. 


Cyril of 
Jerusalem. 


food of Saints. We may receive even the Lord Himself, 
Who gave us His Flesh, as He Himself says, ‘I am the Bread 
of Life,’—for he receivés Him, who examines himself, and he 
who receives Him dies not the death of a sinner.” And in 
his discourse to them who were just now admitted to the 
Eucharist *, “The food which ye receive is the Living Bread, 
Which comes down from heaven and affords the substance 
of eternal Life; and whoso eats of this Bread shall live for 
ever.” And in the same discourse *, “ Christ is in this Sa- 
crament ; for it is the Body of Christ; it is not therefore 
bodily but spiritual food.cThe Body of Christ is the Body 
of the Divine Spirit,” referring to John vi. 63. Macarius 
says‘, “Christ transforms Himself into meat and drink, as 
it is written in the Gospel, ‘He that eateth of this Bread 
shall live for ever.” Ephrem Syrus® calls the symbols, 
«Mysteries full of immortality:” and therefore mterprets 
those words, “ He that eateth of this Bread shall live for - 
ever,” of the Holy Sacrament. Gregory Nyssen* labours to 
shew the manner, how the Eucharist conveys a principle of 
happy resurrection to the bodies of Christians, and there- 
fore supposes that this principle is in the Eucharist; which 
he could believe on no other grounds but the words in 
John vi. now mentioned. St. Basil declares’ that “it is 
good and profitable to communicate daily of the Body and 
Blood of Christ; since He Himself says, ‘ He that feeds on 
My Flesh, and makes My Blood his drink, hath eternal 
Life.” Optatus calls the Eucharist” “the pledge of eter- 
nal salvation, and the hope of our resurrection,” with a view 
to John vi. 54. St. Hilary having cited those words from 
John vi., “My Flesh is meat indeed,” &c., from thence 
concludes* that the Eucharist is “ the true Flesh and Blood 
of Christ by the declaration of Christ.” Cyril of Jerusalem 
observes”, that ‘“ Christ once discoursing with the Jews said, 
‘Except ye eat the Flesh,’ &c., they not understanding the 
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things that were spoken in a spiritual manner, but sup- sEcT. 
posing that He exhorted them to eat flesh [like cannibals] 
were scandalized, and went back from Him ;—but the hea- 
venly Bread, and the Cup of salvation in the New Testament, 
sanctify both body and soul.” Julius Firmicus® calls the Sa- Jul. Firm. 
crament, “the nutriment and ensign of immortality.” He 
cites Prov. ix. 1—5. and the history of Melchisedec, which 

the ancients did generally believe to be prefigurations of the 
Eucharist ; and adds, “ Our Lord, that He might more plainly 
declare what that Bread is by which the mischief of death 

is overcome, says in the Gospel, ‘I am the Bread of Life.’” 

St. Cyprian is very full in this point; for he interprets¢ St. Cyprian. 
‘daily bread,’ in‘the Lord’s Prayer, of the Eucharist; and 
adds, “ We desire this Bread to be given us daily, lest we 

that are in Christ and daily receive the Eucharist as the 

food of salvation, while we are repelled and forbid the hea- 
venly Bread by reason of some grievous sin, are thus also, 

by not communicating, separated from the Body of Christ ; 
since He Himself hath advertised us, ‘I am the Bread of 
Life,’ &c., since then He has said, ‘ He who eateth of this Bread 

shall live for ever;’ as it is manifest, that they are alive who 

take hold of this Body by right of Communion, so on the 
other side we ought to pray and fear, lest any one being re- 
pelled be separated from the Body of Christ, and remain far 
from salvation ; since He threatens, and says, ‘ Except ye eat 

the Flesh of the Son of Man,’ &c. ‘Therefore we desire our 
Bread, that is, Christ, to be given us daily, that we who dwell 

and live in Christ may not depart from His sanctification(f. con- 
secrated Eucharist) and Body.” Dr. Clagett® is willing to be- 
lieve, that Corpus Ejus attingere, which I have rendered, ‘ take 

hold of His Body,’ is a phrase that “may be understood of all 

the means of grace.” Now let this be granted, yet I cannot 
conceive, what inference the Doctor would have drawn from 
thence for the service of his cause. For if it do import all the 
means of grace, it is evidently for this reason, that they who 

do “take hold of Christ’s Body” in the Eucharist “ by right 

of Communion,” (and not by stealth, as this Father observes 
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some lapsing Christians had done,) could not be deprived of 
any other means of grace; for he, who has a right to receive 
the Communion, has a right to all other essential privileges 
of a Christian. It is certain, as to the main cause now in 
dispute, St. Cyprian wants no comment; nor is it possible 
for the most perverse interpreter to stifle SO o plain 4 an evi- 
dence. 

St. Irenzeus’s Discourses! bricks entirely on this ieee: 
that those promises made by our Saviour, that “He who eateth 
this Bread shall live for ever,” are to be applied to the due 
receiving of the holy Eucharist. For he asserts, that it is by 
the Eucharistical symbols that we have the principle of a 
blessed immortality conveyed into our bodies, for which there 
is not the least appearance of proof from any other text of 
Scripture, but John vi. He never indeed does expressly cite 
any of the words of this context, either in the places to which 
I have referred my reader, or in any other part of his works, 
to the best of my observation; but his repeated assertion 
that bodies nourished by the Eucharist cannot be liable to a — 
final mortality, is as clear a proof that he so understood this 
context, as if he had cited and transoribed: it in words at 
length. 

But St. Ignatius, after all, is instead of a thousand wit- 
nesses. He, who was the disciple of St. John the Evangelist 
‘who wrote these things,’ and who had lain in the bosom of 
that Apostle as the Apostle had in the bosom of Christ, who 
was by him constituted Bishop of Antioch, and received the 
sense and meaning of St. John’s Gospel from the holy pen- 
man himself, does expressly apply such virtues and privileges 
to the Eucharist, as cannot belong to it upon any other con- 
sideration but this, that John vi. is to be understood of this 
holy Sacrament. This he does principally in those excellent 
words, where he exhorts the Ephesians? “to make haste 
together to one place, in one common faith in one Jesus 
Christ, breaking one loaf, which is the medicine of immor- 
tality; our antidote against death [and] for eternal Life, 
through Jesus Christ.” And in another place, speaking of — 
those heretics who abstained from the Eucharist, he pro- 4 
nounces sentence upon them in those words», “It were better — 
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for them toi receive it [the Eucharist], that through it they SECT. 
might one day rise again.” Now that the Eucharist is a means = 
of a happy resurrection, cannot be allowed to the doctrine of 
Scripture, except John vi. be meant of the Eucharist; and 
therefore this holy Martyr, when he does once and again assert 
that this is a privilege conferred on us by the Eucharist, must 
of consequence be in this sentiment, that our Saviour there 
spake of His Sacramental Body and Blood. This most pri- 
mitive Father does not cite the Evangelists or other holy 
penmen by name, as was usual in after-ages; and very 
seldom (if at all) does expressly produce their words; but he 
does directly and in plain terms apply the greatest privilege 
or benefit of eating Christ’s Flesh to the receiving the Eu- 
charist ; and therefore leaves no reasonable occasion for us 
to doubt but that he understood John vi. of that Sacrament. 
I conceive one principal motive that modern Divines have to 
deny that John vi. is to be taken of the Eucharist, is this, 
viz., that the effects and consequences there attributed to 
the eating and drinking Christ’s Flesh and Blood (especially 
that of eternal Life) are too great and valuable to be applied 
to the Communion. But it is evident St. Ignatius was of 
another judgment; he believed immortality itself to be the 
effect of duly receiving the Sacrament. It is certain, he 
learned his principles from-the Apostle St. John ; and if St. 
‘John had not believed this doctrine, he would never have 
taught it his scholar. And if St. John himself believed it, 
from whence should he receive this Divine truth but from 
that discourse of our Saviour, which the Apostle himself has 
recorded in the sixth chapter of his Gospel? There is another 
passage of St. Ignatius, which I cannot but take as meant of 
the Eucharist ; but I will submit it to the judgment of the 
reader. In his Epistle to the Romans, which he sent to them 
before his own arrival, when he was going to suffer martyrdom 
in the imperial city, where they dwelt, he thus expresses 
himself*; “I delight not in corruptible food, nor in the plea- 
sures of this life; I desire the Bread of God, which is the 
Flesh of Christ Jesus; the drink I long for is His Blood, 
which is incorruptible love,” or ‘an incorruptible love-feast.’ 
I own he was just before speaking of “ going to the Father ;” 
*Ayaray. K f, p. 2. Ap. 
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and in the following words he declares, that he “desires not 
human life.” And if this be thought a decisive argument 
against understanding those words of the Eucharist, they 
must be taken of eating the Flesh of Christ in another world; 
and perhaps some parallel expressions may be found in some 
writers of the fourth century, yet scarce in the more primitive 
Fathers. But I cannot think it any incoherence, when he 
was speaking of going to the Father and not desiring to live 
here, to express his holy hunger and thirst after that, which 
has always been thought the most proper viaticum, the holy 
Eucharist. It is probable he had not been permitted, while 
under the custody of his inhuman keepers in his voyage, to 
celebrate the Eucharist; or that he durst not do it, for fear 
of having the mysteries profaned by them; but he hoped, 
when he came to Rome, to have an opportunity of refreshing 
himself with that Divine repast ; and, I suppose, he expresses 
these hopes and desires in the words now cited. And I am 
pretty sure, that there is no incongruity in this supposition ; 
whereas eating of Christ’s Flesh in another world is a way of 
expression somewhat unaccountable. ‘To receive the Flesh 

of Christ in the Eucharist’ is the familiar language of the 

primitive Church, and of the holy Martyr; ‘to receive the very 

Christ by faith’ is a way of speaking common among modern 

Divines ; but this cannot be applied to eating Him in another 

world, for there faith vanishes in enjoyment. ‘To eat Christ’s 

natural Body by love and devotion toward Him’ is a phrase 

not so agreeable to primitive simplicity, as ‘to eat and drink 

His Eucharistical Flesh and Blood :’ and therefore I think it 

most probable that he is so to be interpreted in this place; 

and by calling the Eucharist “ the Bread of God,” he clearly 

refers to John vi. 33. The Right Reverend Bishops Pearson’ — 
and Wake™ by aya7ay understand “ receiving the Commu- — 
nion’’ in the citation just before produced"; and though I 
am persuaded that the Eucharist and the common love-feast 
were not usually, in well-regulated Churches, celebrated at_ 
the same time and place; yet it is not improbable that the — 
Eucharist might in a wide sense pass under that name, and | 
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that it does so in this place. So Evyapioria is used in the SE Bs 
Apostolical age both for thanksgiving at large, and for the ———— 
Eucharist strictly so called; Aidxovos for any Minister, and 

yet for the Deacon; Ma@nrns for any disciple of Christ, and 

yet for an Apostle. But if instead of translating the words 

“an incorruptible love-feast,’ we turn them ‘incorruptible 

love,’ the citation from St. Ignatius may be applied to the 
Sacramental Blood as well as to the natural, though not in 

so exalted a sense. ‘They are both, in their several degrees, 
motives to us to love God, and assurances of His love toward 

us; so that I can see no reason to understand Ignatius of 

any other Blood but the Eucharistical. 

Dr. Whitby, in his Examen Var. Lection. on John vi. 56, age 
reflects on Dr. Mill, for supposing that some words found in of Christ. 
the Cambridge MS. might be genuine text, though not ex- 
tant in our present copies; and would prove the contrary by 
observing, that Sapa is used in those words of the MS. 
instead of Sap&; for, says Dr. W., “ Christ never in this 
discourse uses the word Body; nor does He in this discourse 
speak of His Sacramental Body°.” By saying this, he sup- 
poses that Christ makes a distinction between His Flesh and 
His Body; or at least, that the Evangelist does so. It is 
evident this criticism will not bear the test, except the Doctor 
will lay his own judgment in the scale against that of St. Igna- 
tius ; for this holy Martyr? supposes it to be heretical to deny 
the Eucharist to be the Flesh of Christ. Justin Martyr 
testifies, that the Christians of his age4 “ were taught that 
the Eucharistized Bread was the Flesh of Christ ;” and Cle- 
mens Aiexandrinus thus expresses the words of institution’, 

“Hat My Flesh,” &c. These are three of the earliest writers 
next after the Apostles, that mention the Eucharist; and 
they unanimously call it ‘the Flesh of Christ.? As this is a 


o [Ad finem v. 56. Stephanus et 
Cant. addunt xaéds ev "Evol 6 Marhp, 
Kaya ev 7G Matpl: "Auhy, Auhy, A€yo 
iuiv, dav wi) AdBere Td THua TOd Tiod 
rod avOpémrov, ws Thy Uptov Tis Swijs, 
ovk exete Swhy ev Abty. Hec ipsius 
Johannis verba esse asserit Millius in 
Appendice, ex fide sc. Cant. (de quo 
tamen codice mirum in modum inter- 
polato vide judicium Millii, Proleg. p. 
132. col. 2.) Agnoscit illa nullus Pater, 
nulla versio, nullus commentator; at- 


que iis omisSis citat hoc caput a v. 53. 
ad v. 58, Origenes, wep) edxjs, p. 88, 
89. Nec Christus per totum hoc ca- 
put vocabulum o@ua usurpat, nec lo- 
quitur de Corpore Suo Sacramentaliter 
capiendo, ut alibi fusius ostensum est. 
Nihilominus restituéa vult Millius, Pro- 
leg. p. 74.”’—p. 49. ] 


Kk2 


CHAP. 
II. 


The judg- _ 


ment of the 
primitive 
Church on 
my side. 


500 JOHN VI. MEANT OF THE EUCHARIST. 


clear confutation of Dr. W.’s note, if these Fathers may be 
the judges; so it is a very probable argument, that they un- 
derstood John vi. of the Eucharist ; since they use that word 
in speaking of the Sacrament, which is there used by St.John. 
And since we are sure, that St. Ignatius by ‘the Flesh of 
Christ’ means the Eucharist in his Epistle to the Smyrnzans ; 
it is most likely, that by the same words he means the same 
thing in the Epistle to the Romans. 

If any one do still think that some one particular Father, 
or even two or three of them, did understand John vi. other- 
wise than I do; yet all must acknowledge, that I have the 
generality of the ancients, and, above all, St. Ignatius, with — 
me in this particular. Nay, I have a very great human 
authority, beside that of Ignatius, for taking John vi. as I 
do, viz., the judgment of the third General Council. These 
two, especially in conjunction, are as weighty a proof as can 
be produced from antiquity for taking any text of Scripture 
in any particular sense. And over and above all this I insist, 
that there were several doctrines which prevailed in the first 
ages of Christianity, that could not be grounded upon any 
other authority of Scripture than this of John vi. as under- 
stood of the Eucharist. The doctrines I mean are such as 
these, viz. 

That by abstaining from the holy Eucharist, Christians 
do incur the penalty of eternal damnation. This is a doc- 
trme which can hardly be preached without censure in a 
congregation, where there are any hearers well versed in our 
modern systems. It is true, that the duty of communicating 
has been much inculcated of late years; but I am not sen- 
sible that the neglect of it is usually taxed as a sin, whereby 
eternal happiness is forfeited ; 

That the Holy Spirit is particularly present in the Bude: 
rist ; 

That the Eucharistical symbols convey to all worthy re- 
ceivers a principle of happy immortality. 

If any of these doctrines can be proved from other places 
of Scripture, yet not with so great force, as from the fifth of 
St.John. And this is very evident from this consideration, 
viz., that none of these doctrines are now commonly believed — 
by Christians in the purest Church now in the world; and of 
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this no other account can be given, but that it passes fora SECT. 
certain principle, that John vi. is meant of doctrine or I know 
not what mere notional manducation. One of the doctrines 
above specified has already been shewed to have been the 
sentiment of all antiquity. The others will appear to have 
been so, in the second Part. [See Part II. chap. ii. sect. 1.] 

Having said what I judge sufficient to prove, that John vi. Jobn vi 





was by the primitive Church primarily understood of the 308 44 
Eucharist ; I proceed to shew the same, . the 

ucharist, 

Il.* By a particular consideration of the context itself; prove) ~~ 

and here I shall pidnration 


of the con- 


1. Prove, that it cannot rationally be understood to have }..¢ itself 


been primarily meant in either of those senses, in which it is 
now commonly taken. 

2. And that it is most properly to be understood of eating 
and drinking Christ’s Sacramental Body and Blood. 

1. In order to prove that John vi. cannot rationally be 
understood in either of the two senses now prevailing; I am 
first to inform my reader what these two senses are: 

(1.) The first is, that our Saviour, by eating and drinking 
His Flesh and Blood, primarily means spiritual actions in 
general, or a belief of the doctrine of the Gospel and parti- 
cularly of His Death, and the benefits of it. 

(2.) The second is, that our Saviour here speaks of eating 
and drinking His natural Flesh and Blood by faith. 

(1.) Our Sayiour. cannot rationally be understood, by John vi. 
doling and drinking His Flesh and Blood, in St. John, pri- pao at 
marily to mean spiritual actions in general ; or a belief of the be "4 


stood of 
doctrine of the Gospel, and particularly of His Death, and the what Dr, 
benefits of it. calles ‘ spiris 


It is to be observed, that by ‘ spiritual actions’ Dr, Clagett ae wer 


understands moral virtues as taught by our Saviour, the D*. a pms 
practising of the precepts of a heavenly life, whatever tends 
to the improvement of the mind, the following Christ’s ex- 
ample, believing in His Death; so that I take ‘spiritual 
actions’ in the sense of those who are adversaries of that 
truth, which I am now advancing. For I deny not the re- 
ceiving of the Sacrament with due preparation and applica- 
tion of mind, to be a spiritual action, (though conversant 
about material things and accompanied with oral manduca- 


s [See p. 458.] - 
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tion,) but I now speak according to the sentiments of Dr. 


——— Clagett, expressed in his Discourse on John vi. 51. And 


First ar- 
gument 
against Dr. 
C. and 

Dr. W.’s 
sense of 
John vi. 


it is to be noted, that Dr. Whitby falls in with him thus far, 
that he asserts the eating and drinking Christ’s Flesh and 
Blood to be “doing it spiritually by faith in His Blood ;” 
which he elsewhere explains by “receiving or believing 
Christ’s doctrine,” exclusive of oral manducation. All the 
difference seems to be this, that Dr. Clagett, by this phrase, 
understands all spiritual actions; Dr. Whitby, one spiritual 
action or habit, viz., believing in Christ, particulariy m His 
Death: and therefore I conceive that these opinions are so 
far one, that the same arguments will confute both, especi- 
ally if it be considered, that though Dr. Clagett does gene- 
rally speak of spiritual actions, yet in his paraphrase of 
ver. 51 he supposes our Saviour’s meaning to be this, 
“ When I tell you that I am the Living Bread, &c., as you 
are to understand this with respect to all the doctrine which 
I deliver; so especially with respect to that part of it, that I 
am come into the world to lay down My life for the salvation 
of mankind.” So that by ‘spiritual actions,’ Dr. Clagett must 
have meant actions proceeding from, and consequent upon, a 
true faith in Christ and His doctrine; and Dr. Whitby can- 
not mean a barren dead faith, for he makes eternal Life the 
reward of it; so that, as to this particular, there is little or 
no difference in their opinion, though in paraphrasing ver. 
63, they depart widely from each other. Now against this 
opinion I thus argue, 

First, if our Saviour do make a plain distinction, a very 
observable difference between believing Him or His doc- 
trine, and the meat which He promises to give, and which 
He declares afterward to be His Flesh and Blood; then He 
cannot by His Flesh and Blood mean believing His doctrine, — 


and the spiritual actions proceeding from that faith; but He 


ver, 27. 


makes a clear distinction betwixt the believing Him or His 
doctrine, and the meat which He promises to give them; 
therefore the one cannot be the other. Now He clearly 
makes this distinction in His entrance on this discourse, in 
those words, “Labour not for the meat that perisheth, but 
for the meat that endureth to everlasting Life, which the Son 
of Man shall give you.” Here He speaks of a labour or 
work, and of meat given to them who perform it: the labour 
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is the condition, the meat is the wages or reward; which are sEcT. 
two things as clearly distinct from each other, as any two ——: 
things in nature. So again, “ He that cometh to Me” or be- 
hieveth in Me, (which is the labour or condition) “ shall never 
hunger or thirst,” (which is the reward or wages ;) for ‘not to 
hunger and thirst’ doth not here signify ‘to want an appetite 

or stomach,’ but ‘to want food for the supply of that appe- 
tite’; there must always be a holy hunger and thirst in Christ’s 
disciples; and here, as elsewhere, He promises to fill or satisfy 

it. So again, “ He that believeth on Me,” or performs the ver. 47. 
labour of faith, “‘ hath” for his wages “ eternal Life” or main- 
tenance by virtue of this food; “ For I” Myself “am” mys- ver. 48. 
teriously that food, “the Bread of” eternal “ Life,” to be 
eaten in a Sacramental manner. It is very evident then, 

that here are two things very different from each other; and 

what the labour is, Jesus Christ has expressly told us, namely, 

faith in Him; for “This,” says He, “is the work of God, 

that ye believe in Him Whom God hath sent ;” and what 

the meat is, He fully declares in the sequel of this chapter. 
Sometimes He says it is He Himself; at other times, His 
Flesh and Blood. As sure therefore as the labour is a dis- 
tinct thing from the meat or wages; so sure is it, that be- 
lieving in Him or His doctrine is one thing, and the “ meat” 

He promises to them who believe is another. And I humbly 

offer it to Dr. W.’s consideration, whether his overlooking 

this distinction were not the fundamental mistake of his 
paraphrase and annotations on this context; for nothing 

can be more apparent than that he confounds the end and 

the means, the “ work” and the “ meat.” Thus in his second 

note on ver. 53, 54, p. 489, he asserts, that “It is the same 
thing in this chapter to eat of the Bread which came down 

from heaven, and to believe in Christ breaking the Bread of 
eternal Life to us by His doctrine ;” and to prove this, he 
adds, “‘ When He had exhorted them to labour for the meat 

that did not perish,” He tells them, “that this was to believe ver. 29. 
on Him Whom God had sent ;” whereas the Doctor might 

have remembered, that our Saviour speaks not one word of 

the ‘‘ meat” or wages, in the twenty-ninth verse, but only 

tells the Jews what the work was; and that was the only 
thing which the Jews had mentioned in their question ; they 
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inquire not of the “meat,” but “what they should do, that 
they might work the work of God.” So in his note on ver. 
51, by the Bread which Christ promises to give, and which 
He calls His Flesh, he understands “faith in Christ as 
suffering and shedding His Blood ;” but more apparently 
in his paraphrase of ver. 55, “My Flesh is meat indeed, 
and My Blood is drink indeed ;” that is, says the Doctor, 
Faith in Me giving up My Body to the death, and shed- 
ding My Blood for the remission of sins, is the true meat 


and drink which nourisheth to eternal Life.” In which — 


places he evidently supposes the “work” and the “ meat” to be 
all one; nay, he makes no manner of difference between the 
hand whereby we receive the meat, which is faith, and the 
meat thereby received, which is the Flesh and Blood. But 
it is very clear to any one that reads this context with atten- 
tion, that faith, which if true and lively is attended with 
pious and devout affections of all sorts, and which Dr. Cla- 
gett calls ‘spiritual actions,’ is the labour or work by which 
the meat or wages is obtained; and that therefore the latter 
must be something clearly distinguished from the former. 
And it is further evident, that doctrine or precepts cannot 
be the meat or wages; for that is the object or matter, on 
which we labour or on which our faith is employed. For 
faitht is an assent to the doctrine revealed by Christ; if 
therefore this faith be the work or labour, then the meat 
must be somewhat distinct both from that assent and 
that doctrine, to which the assent is given. It is certain, 
that this work or labour is not only a condition necessary 
in order to obtain the meat, but it is a preparation for the 
profitable receiving of it; it quickens the appetite, and 
strengthens the digestion, and converts the meat into solid 
food; but still it is an action or habit, attended with variety 
of other good spiritual actions or dispositions: whereas the 
meat itself is neither action nor habit, but some refreshment 
or alimony, intended as a present reward for our labour and 
for our support in the performance of it. Therefore I con- 
clude, that the Bread, Meat, or Flesh and Blood promised in 


_ t [ Fides est habitus mentis, quo randus, apud Pearson, on the Creed, 
assentimus dictis Scripture, propter Notes, p. 5. ] 
authoritatem Dei revelantis.’”” See Du- ; : 
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this chapter, cannot primarily denote either faith or any spiri- SECT. 
tual action attending our faith, nor the doctrine received by 
faith ; for that Christ made a clear distinction between them. | 
2. If to eat Christ’s Flesh and to drink His Blood signify Second 

no more than to believe Him or His doctrine, and to lead a "8°" 
moral holy life; and if this may be relied on; then it ought 

to appear, that these phrases have been used by some other 

great master of religion or philosophy in this sense; or that 

Christ Jesus did Himself, at some other time or place, so use 

them; but no such instance has been yet produced, and there- 

fore this sense is perfectly precarious. Dr. Whitby on this 
occasion produces several passages from Scripture and the 
Rabbies, where meat and drink, bread and wine, seem to sig- 

nify instruction or precepts of wisdom, or religion; but this 

does not come home to his purpose, unless some Prophet or 

great Doctor had been produced by him, inviting his disciples 

to eat of his flesh and drink of his blood, and explaining his 

words as meant of nothing but hearing or reading his lectures 

and endeavouring to practise them. The phrases are singular, 

and never used by any other but Christ, in a religious sense ; 

and therefore the signification of them must be singular too. 

The most that any who are of this opinion undertake to prove 

is, that these words are capable of this sense; it is impossi- 

ble they should prove that this and no other is the first 

and proper meaning of them, because the phrases were 

never used by any but our blessed Saviour; and there are 

no parallel expressions of any other great man, by which we 

can make a judgment of the sense of them. But suppose 

that they may be so understood; it does not follow that they 

were actually so meant by our blessed Master; and the affair 

He treats of is of the greatest moment, in which we ought not 

to take up with a ‘may be;’ for eternal Life is that which 
depends upon it. And certainly it is most enormously im- 
probable to suppose, that so very extraordinary a phrase as 

eating the fiesh and drinking the blood of a Doctor or master 

of religion should signify no more than so common a thing 

as receiving his instruction; and therefore if it do so signify; 

it ought to be soundly proved: whereas I must profess, I 
cannot feel the force of any of the arguments, which I have 

yet met withal on this head. 
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8. If to eat Christ’s Flesh and to drink His Blood were 
phrases primarily and directly intended by our Saviour to 
denote believing His doctrine or practising it; then Flesh 
and Blood must signify doctrine in this place; but Flesh and 
Blood do not here signify doctrine; for it is said of the Flesh 
and Blood here spoken of by Christ, that they were “to be 
given or offered for the Life of the world.” Now not His 
doctrine but His personal Flesh and Blood were actually 
given or offered for the sins of the world, Sacramentally in 
the institution of the Eucharist, substantially on the Cross: 
therefore these words cannot directly and primarily be under- 
stood of doctrine, but either of His Sacramental or natural 
Flesh and Blood. Ido not dispute but that Origen and some 
others did give this sense to the phrases of eating Christ’s 
Flesh and drinking His Blood; and I have shewed, that eat- 
ing Christ’s Sacramental Flesh and drinking His Sacramental 
Blood does implicitly and by consequence import a reception 
of His doctrine; but the question now is not, whether this 
may remotely and by implication be meant by our Saviour; 
much less, whether an allegorist may not put this sense upon 
them; but the question is, what our Saviour did primarily 
and directly mean by these phrases; and I think it very 
evident by what is said, that He could not mean ‘spiritual 
actions in Dr. Clagett’s sense, or ‘ believing in Christ and 
particularly in His Death,’ which is Dr. W.’s gloss. 

[ But I find some Divines of name and worth in an opinion, 
that those words of Christ, “ He that believeth on Me hath 
everlasting Life,’ contain the same sense with those in the 
54th verse, viz., “ He that eateth My Flesh and drinketh My 
Blood hath everlasting Life ;” and that therefore ‘to believe 
in Christ,’ and ‘to eat of His Flesh and to drink His Blood,’ 
are phrases of the same signification. 

- But this is a mere supposition ; it will, I humbly conceive, 
be impossible to advance it into so much as.a fair probability. 

I have already proved, that there is as much difference 
between ‘ believing’ and ‘ eating Christ’s Flesh, as between 
‘labour’ and the ‘reward’ of that labour; and that this dis- 
tinction is made by Christ Himself; and that therefore ‘ faith,’ 
which is the labour, cannot be the same with ‘ eating Christ’s 
Flesh,’ which is the reward. And farther, I have just above 
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shewed, that we have no authority to prove that the eating .1.45 
the flesh of any master of religion does ever signify to re- __-V. 
ceive or believe his doctrine. | sie 
(2.) Our Saviour cannot rationally be understood of eating 5,1, y;. 
and drinking His natural Flesh and Blood by faith. For, ‘cannot 


zi -vaiatah rationally 
1. Eating and drinking, whether naturally or morally, can- be under- 


not be performed, except the things eaten and drunk be pre- peste 
sent first before us, and then within us. What we eat and pone 
drink, in a natural sense, must first be placed within our reach, Body by 
and then must be taken in by our mouths. What we eat First 
or what we drink, in a moral sense, must first be present to “8"™°"* 
our eyes by reading, or to our ears by hearing, and then to 

our understandings by which we apprehend it, and to our 
memories by which we retain it; but the natural Body and 
Blood of Christ cannot be present to us here on earth, so 

as to be first before us and then within us, and therefore is 

not capable of manducation: and this I hope need not be 

‘ proved to Protestants of the Church of England. It may 
indeed be pretended that the natural Body and Blood may 

be present by virtue of our faith; but this is all mere shift ; 

for faith can make nothing present, which is in fact absent, 

but only teaches us to apprehend what is invisibly present 

and which is imperceptible by our external senses. “Christ 
dwells in our heart by faith;”’ not that faith can bring our 
Saviour’s Body down from heaven, but because His Divine 
Nature is omnipresent, and our faith when it duly operates 
makes Him graciously present to us; or rather, He dwells 

in us by His proxy, the Holy Spirit, Which is ordinarily re- 
ceived by the Sacraments only. 

2. We cannot eat Christ’s natural Flesh and drink His gecona 
natural Blood by faith, because drinking His natural Blood ®*s"™ent 
necessarily supposes this Blood of His separated from His 
Flesh; but His natural Blood separated from His Flesh is 
not now in rerum natura; for this supposes Christ again cru- 
cified and dead, which is absurd; and His Blood can in no 
sense be said to be drunk, but only as actually separated 
from His Body. 

It may be said that we eat and drink Christ’s natural 
Flesh and Blood spiritually, by a sincere belief in His 
Death; but then the meaning of it can be only this, that 


“an 
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we eat and drink Christ’s Body and Blood by believing in 
His Death and the merits of it: and this is no more but 
what was contained in the proposition before confuted, 
viz., that our Saviour, by His Flesh and Blood, meant 
nothing but spiritual actions, and particularly a belief in 
Him, and the merits of His Death. Now to believe in 
Christ or His Death is only to consent to the doctrines re- 
vealed in Scripture concerning His Person and sufferings 
for us; and I presume it has been already proved that 
Flesh and Blood do not signify doctrine in that text. 

But further I apprehend that there are several argu- 
ments which are equally valid against both these two man- 
ners of eating Christ’s Flesh and Blood, which I have now 
been confuting, viz., 

1. The assertors of these two opinions do both take that 
for granted, which is I think improbable to the last degree, 
viz., that our Saviour here speaks metaphorically, and even 
catachrestically. The first opimion supposes, that both the 
eating and drinking is merely figurative and notional; and 
that the Flesh and Blood eaten and drunk denote no more 
than bare doctrine and precepts. The other opinion sup- 
poses indeed the things eaten and drunk to be real mate- 
rial things, but to be swallowed, masticated, and digested 
by mere mental actions; which is therefore, of the two, I 
think, more incongruous and unnatural; but both agree in 
puttig a very harsh and most remote sense upon our Savi- 
our’s words; and if it were only for this reason, I should 
never be able to reconcile myself to either of them: for no 
man can believe either of these senses to be the true one, but 
that he must suppose that our blessed Saviour affected such 
metaphors and catachreses to such a degree as designedly to 
amuse and give offence to his hearers, by inculcating and 
insisting upon these excessively figurative expressions with a 
most extraordinary degree of zeal and vehemence. It must 
be owned that if our Saviour, by men’s eating His Flesh and 
drinking His Blood, meant nothing but so obvious a thing as 
receiving Him and His doctrine by faith and obedience, He 
clothed His thoughts in most unnatural language, (for what 
is more unnatural to civilized men than to eat a man’s flesh ~ 
and drink his blood?) and yet He laid so great stress on 
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these words, that He never appears, in the whole course of SECT. 
His life, to have spoken with more warmth and solemnity. 
Some suppose that the repeated Amen is a positive oath; ver. 53. 
but however that be, it is certainly a word importing a very 
high degree of asseveration ; and to suppose that our Saviour 
used it only to justify a very catachrestical expression is, to 
suppose that a wise and humble Teacher was so fond of a 
figure, as for the sake of it to give occasion to His hearers to 
desert Him. Dr. Clagett found himself pinched with this diffi- 
culty; and he attempts to answer it by saying", “ Sometimes 
it becomes a man of wisdom and authority, when he finds his 
words perverted, to repeat them again, and thereby speak his 
own assurance.” But the Doctor does not so much as offer in 
this place, at any reason, why our Saviour chose this way of ex- 
pressing Himself, which is so very singular and extraordinary ; 
and in this consists the main force of the objection ; and as to 
the rest, I do not believe that any man raises his reputation or 
authority, or is thought the wiser or greater by men of com- 
petent sense, merely for repeating his words again, and there- 
by speaking his own assurance ; especially when the dispute 
is concerning nothing else but only the aptness of a word or 
phrase. For, according to the sentiments of these learned 
men, our Saviour’s discourse here was not intended to 
instruct His hearers in any duty which He had not taught 
them before or to inform them in any Divine truth, but only 
to tell them in a very dark and obscure way, what He had 
formerly taught them very plainly, viz., that ‘“ He who be- Johniii. 36. 
lieveth on the Son hath everlasting Life.’ And it is not 
consistent with the character, which I think all good Chris- 
tians have of their great Master, to suppose, that He would 
so earnestly contend for the justness of a metaphorical and 
exceedingly remote way of expression; for so it must be 
owned to be, if it import no more than receiving His doctrine, 
At another place Dr. Clagett would have it thought that 
“our Lord did not think fit to foretell the ignominious death 
He was to suffer, or the reasons and ends of His Passion’, 
And yet in his paraphrase of ver. 51. he supposes our Saviour 
says, “ You are to understand Me to be the Living Bread, 
with respect to all the doctrine I deliver, but especially with 
u [ Preface, p. v. ] * pp. 39, 40. 
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respect to that part of it, that I am to lay down My life for 
the salvation of mankind*.” And therefore here he takes 
that for granted, which afterwards he denies. And indeed 
it is very evident, that our Saviour never made His Death or 
the end of it a secret. The Capernaites themselves could 
not be so stupid as to believe that He was to remain alive, 
when His Flesh was eaten and His Blood drunk in that 
literal manner that they understood Him. Soon after this, 
He informed them concerning the manner and instruments 
of His Death; but as to His Death itself and the design of it, 
He in this context clearly enough foretells it to the multi- 
tude. And nothing could have driven a person of so clear a 
head and so penetrating a judgment as Dr. Clagett upon 
such inconsistencies as these, but a misplaced zeal for a 
popular error: for so, I hope, I may by this time have leave 
to call it. 

2. If either of the senses, against which I am now arguing, 
be the true one, then all good communicants are to receive 
more than one Body or Flesh, more than one Blood, in the 
holy Sacrament. Dr. Clagett and Dr. Whitby by Flesh and 
Blood here understand doctrine; the Calvinists, the natural 
Flesh and Blood of Christ ; and I conceive all that are in the 
sentiments of these Doctors, or of the Calvinists, will allow, 
that pious communicants may and do receive the Flesh and 
Blood meant in John vi. as well as the Body and Blood men- 
tioned in the words of institution. All, at least, that I 
have read, do confess so much; and the necessary conse- 
quence of this is, that all believers do in the Sacrament 
receive two Bodies and. Bloods of Christ, the typical or sym- 
bolical and the spiritual Flesh and Blood (which is, in the 
sense of the two Doctors, His doctrine), or the natural, ac- 
cording to the hypothesis of the Calvinists. Nay, it from 
hence follows, that communicants are in duty bound to re- 
ceive both; because it is the duty of all to receive with faith. 
And therefore, according to these suppositions, our Saviour 
should have said, “Take My Bodies, My Bloods:” for no 
one can suppose that our Saviour designed to bid His dis- 
ciples receive but one, when it was their duty to receive both. 

Now I conceive, that that bids fairest for the most proper 

* p.82, 
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sense and meaning of this context, which is not attended SECT. 
with any of those inconveniences or inconsistences to which Sati 
these opinions are liable; nor to those greater absurdities, }°"° * 
with which the doctrines of Transubstantiation or Consubstan- sburdities 
tiation are attended. These latter are so gross and incredible, John vi. be 
that I cannot conceive I have any occasion to argue against of — = 
them. Nor can the primitive doctrine, which I am now ©%b#*st- 
defending, be justly charged with any such consequences as 
have made the two doctrines last mentioned so universally 
abhorred amongst us. I shall therefore only observe, that if 
we believe our Saviour to speak of His Eucharistical Flesh 
and Blood in John vi. we shall avoid all those difficulties and 
objections, with which the hypothesis of Dr. Clagett and Dr. 
Whitby, and that of the Calvinists are pressed. 

1. The doctrine of the primitive Church, viz., that John vi. 
is to be understood of the Eucharist, is not liable to those 
objections which are brought against the opinion of Dr. 
Whitby and Dr. Clagett, and which now seem to prevail 
among us. For, 1. taking St. John’s context to be meant 
primarily of the Eucharist, there is a clear distinction be- 
tween the labour and the meat; the labour is faith, the 
meat is the Sacramental Flesh of Christ; and this is, as it 
were, an earnest of eternal Life to come. It is the wages paid 
us in hand; our present refreshment, whereby we have a 
supply of whatever is necessary for us during our present 
pilgrimage. It is to be given only to believers, as Justin 
Martyr observes ; and he who comes to Christ or believes in 
Him can never suffer for want of spiritual food, can neyer 
have a starving hunger or thirst. 2. The primitive Fathers 
did not take the sixth of John to be primarily understood in 
a precarious arbitrary sense; but in that very sense, which 
they believed our Saviour to have stamped upon the phrases 
of eating His Flesh and drinking His Blood, in the words of 
institution. And since they did not find, that any other 
person had ever used these expressions in a religious sense 
but only Christ Jesus; therefore they judged it safest, to 
take them according to the same meaning that Christ else- 
where had given them. 

Some of the Fathers did indeed use the same liberty with 
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both these contexts, which they do with other the plainest 


—_——— texts of Scripture; that is, they do suppose that they were 


capable of an anagogical, as well as a proper sense; but they 
never took the liberty to. suppose, that Flesh and Blood in 
John vi. meant one thing, and Body and Blood in the institu- 
tion meant quite another. 

They thought it unreasonable to suppose, that our Saviour 
in John vi. by the word ‘ Flesh,’ should mean any other thing 
than what He called His ‘ Body’ in the words of institution. 
Flesh indeed sometimes signifies human nature; but when 
Flesh and Blood are spoken of, as separated from each 
other, as they are John vi. 51, 53, there Flesh can import no 
more than Body. Therefore as three of the most ancient 
writers of the Church, Ignatius, Justin, and Clement of 
Alexandria, do expressly call the Eucharistical Bread, “ the 
Flesh of Christ ;” so all the following writers do indifferently 
call it, Flesh or Body. And I believe I may safely challenge 
the greatest critic to shew any difference between them. 
And 3. by these means they avoided the inconvenience of 
asserting, as the moderns do, that Flesh and Blood signify 
in this context (primarily and directly) doctrine; for though 
it might be thought tolerable for Origen and the allego- 
rists, when they did not desire to have the texts they were 
speaking of too well understood, to speak of doctrine and 
precepts as meant by those expressions; yet certainly this 
latitude is not to be allowed to those, who undertake to give 
us the most proper and direct signification of these texts. 

2. The inconveniences of the Calvinistical doctrine do not 
at all affect the judgment of the ancient Church. For, Ist, 
the primitive Fathers did not believe that any Body and 
Blood were eaten or drunk in the Sacrament but only the 
Eucharistical Bread and Wine, consecrated into the Body 
and Blood of Christ, by the especial presence and power of 
the Spirit. And 2ndly, they believed no Blood of Christ as 
separated from His Body to be anywhere else but in the Sa- 
crament, and that it was there not in substance but in power 
and effect. 

3. The doctrine of the primitive Fathers, who understood 


John vi. of the Eucharist, was free from the inconveniences _ 


and inconsistencies with which both the hypotheses above 
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mentioned, are justly chargeable. For first, they were far 


SECT. 
4 i 


from thinking that the words there spoken by Christ were ——~— 


merely figurative or catachrestical; they knew that our 
Saviour there spoke of the Eucharist ; and they did by no 
means believe that Christ in that holy Sacrament feeds the 
souls of men with mere dry metaphors or catachreses. 
Though they did not understand Christ in a literal sense, 
as the Capernaites did; yet neither on the other side did 
they suppose that it was the intention of Christ to puzzle 
His auditors, and even to stagger His own disciples with 
strained enigmatical sayings; for they believed He spoke of 
a real mystery, and therefore spoke in a manner very agree- 
able to the subject of which He was treating. They conceived 
He was now opening His intention of establishing the most 
Divine Sacrament of His Flesh and Blood; and to raise in 
them just thoughts and apprehensions of that heavenly mys- 
tery, He speaks of it in the most elevated words, and repre- 
sents the benefits of it in terms befitting so admirable an 
institution. If He had begun by speaking to them of the 
outward symbols, they might have been apt from thence to 
conceive a very little and unworthy opinion of it ; they could 
scarce have believed it equal to the manna with which their 
fathers were fed for forty years together in the wilderness ; 
and since, as has been shewed, He performed the Melchise- 
-decian oblation of His Body and Blood in Bread and Wine, 
He had not done justice to His subject, if He had not called 
the former ‘the Bread of God’ and the ‘ Flesh,’ the Sacra- 
mental Flesh, which He was “ to give to God” as an earnest of 
His natural Flesh, “ for the Life of the world.” And this is 
the mystical sense of these words; for they were never in- 
tended by Christ either in a literal or merely figurative sense. 
It was our Saviour’s design to speak of a mystery as such; 
and the mystical is therefore in this case the primary and 
direct sense. And, secondly, it needs no proof, that the 
ancients believed but one Body and Blood of Christ to be 
received in the Eucharist, viz., the Sacramental Bread and 
Wine, which was, as they believed, made the Body and Blood 
by the enlivening power of the Spirit, according to the doc- 
trine of Christ taught them in this very chapter. 

They did indeed justly suppose, that it was by virtue of 
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the Word, that the elements became Christ’s Body and 
Blood; and that none did beneficially partake of the Sacra- 
ment with their mouths, who did not receive the Word with 
their hearts; nay, they looked on the Eucharist to be an 
ordinance, which implied the reception of the whole revealed 
will of God, as it certainly is by virtue of its representing 
the crucified Body of Christ Jesus, which is indeed the sub- 
stance of Christianity; but they did by no means think His 
Flesh in St. John to be one thing, and His Body in St. Mat- 
thew to be another. 

2. I proceed to give some positive proofs, that John vi. is 
to be understood most properly of eating and drinking 
Christ’s Sacramental Body and Blood. 

Now by His Flesh and Blood we must either understand 
His natural substantial Flesh and Blood; and that this is 
not capable of manducation has been so often and so largely 
proved by many Protestant Divines, especially of the Church 
of England, that I think my reader will gladly spare me 
the pains of a recital of the arguments and authorities pro- 
duced by them upon this head: or else, secondly, by the 
Flesh and Blood we must understand the natural Body re- 
ceived by faith and spiritually, which I have just now refuted : 
or, thirdly, the imaginary spiritual Body spoken of by one or 
two of our Divines, and which is by Robert Barclay said to 
be the spiritual Seed or Light within ; which is a notion, that 
I have sufficiently confuted in the foregoing treatise: or, 
fourthly, we must take it for doctrine and precepts, which is 
a notion that I have just before considered and disproved: 
or else, fifthly, we must take it in the only remaining sense, 
for which I am now contending ; I mean, for the Eucharistical 
Body and Blood, which appears to have been the general sense 
of antiquity, and for which cause I should prefer it to all 
other opinions whatever, if there were no violent reason to 
the contrary. And I am fully convinced, that it is not only 
the opinion or rather universal judgment and doctrme of 
the primitive Church, but that it is in itself most agreeable 
to the words and intentions of our Blessed Lord and Master 
in this place. | 

I have already shewed, that there is no ground for making 
any difference between the word ‘Body’ in the history of | 
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institution, and ‘ Flesh’ in St. John’s context; and that they SECT. 
are words of the very same import and signification. And I — b. 
cannot but be of opinion, that any man of middling judg- a 
ment, who reads the Holy Scriptures without prejudice or ius sense 
prepossession, will, by comparing the context now in dispute 
with the history of institution recorded by the three other 
Evangelists and St. Paul, be naturally led into this opinion, 
without any laborious proof or argumentation. This has 
been the case in relation to myself. For it is now almost or 
altogether twenty years, that I have been fully persuaded in 
my own judgment, that John vi. was so to be understood ; 
though I can truly declare, that I never to this hour have 
met with any book but the Scriptures themselves and the 
ancients above cited, that could in the least dispose me to 
be of this sentiment; all the modern books that I have ever 
read on this subject, being directly against me in this par- 
ticular. And I was fully fixed in this judgment, before I 
could have an opportunity of consulting many of the ancients 
on this head. Origen, whom I first consulted on this occa- 
sion, seemed to me at first sight rather an adversary than a 
friend, until upon a more full scrutiny I found myself mistaken 
in my man ; which was a good encouragement to me to pro- 
ceed in examining others. And I am now come to a perfect 
conviction, that I have both reason and authority on my 
side. My authorities for this sense, which I now maintain, 
have already been presented to my reader, and my reasons 
against those other senses, which now prevail amongst us. 
And the positive proofs now follow. | 

1. It is incredible, that our Saviour should all at once First 
make known, and administer so very solemn and mysterious os 
an institution, considering that the Apostles, to whom He 
administered it, were slow in understanding and believing 
spiritual things. I am very sure, that Priest, who in this 
degenerate age, should frequently administer this Sacrament 
to the people, but never take any care to let them into the 
knowledge of the mystery, any further than by rehearsing 
the words of institution as often as he celebrated, would be 
thought very notoriously defective in his duty. And shall 
we permit our Saviour to lie under such an imputation, as 
would be thought criminous in one of His inferior Ministers ? 
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Nay, I am bold to say, that upon this supposition our Saviour 
would appear more culpable than any of us in this case. For 
the Eucharist is now become an ancient ordinance, of many 
hundred years’ standing; the history of it’s institution is 
well known to all, if it be not absolutely their own fault; and 
no man can wholly be ignorant of the nature of it, who has 
lived in a Christian Church to the age of twenty or thirty, 
except his ignorance be affected. But the Sacrament was 
an institution perfectly new and unheard of before, when our 


Saviour first administered it, in the opinion of those who ~ 


deny John vi. to relate to this matter. It therefore must 
be supposed, that our Saviour did extempore institute and 
oblige His Apostles to receive the Sacrament, without giving 
them any previous notice or information, whereby they might 
be prepared for it; unless it be acknowledged, that here in 
this context He did give them this notice and information ; 
for we have not the least intimation of His doing it in any 
other place of the histories of the Evangelists. And there- 
fore to acquit our Saviour from this imputation, it ought in 
reason to be acknowledged that He did it here; and that 
St. John, observing that the other Evangelists had omitted 
this discourse, thought it necessary to be inserted in his 
Gospel; whereas, the history of the institution being related by 
the other three, there was no occasion for him to repeat it. 
2. It is very evident, that no Flesh and Blood of Christ can 
be eaten and drunk, but the Eucharistical only ; and that no 
other Body of Christ is capable of oral or bodily manducation, 
will be readily granted: and we may as properly be said to 
eat and drink the Trinity by believing in It, as to eat the 
Body of Christ by bare faith or any actions purely mental 
or intellectual; much less can we drink the Blood of Christ 
apart from the Body, anywhere but in the Eucharist. The 
natural extravasated Blood of Christ can be drunk in imagi- 
nation only, for it is not in rerum natura; the spiritual Body 
of Dr. More and some others is a mere airy speculation. 
Christ’s Body and Blood were never designed by Christ 
directly to denote mere doctrine and precepts; this is only 
an anagogical construction of some commentators both ancient 
and modern; but with this difference, the ancients used it as 
an improper and secondary exposition, and chiefly applied it 
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to the catechumens ; the modern, as the prime and sole inten- SECT. 
tion of our blessed Saviour in these words, and as a more 
perfect way of eating Christ’s Flesh and drinking His Blood 
than that in the Eucharist; but that Flesh and Blood do in 
this context primarily denote doctrine, can neither be proved 
by authority, nor as I believe by any good and solid reason. 
I conclude, that therefore no Body or Blood can be properly 
received, eaten, or drunk by us, but the Sacramental only. 

3. It is a fixed rule, with all good interpreters, to prefer Third 
the literal sense before any other, when there is no violent rae 
reason to the contrary. It is allowed that in this case we 
have a violent and irresistible reason against understanding 
John vi. in the literal sense ; for nothing can be more absurd 
than to suppose, that Christ intended literally to feast His 
disciples with the natural Flesh, to be eaten with the teeth 
and swallowed by the throat. And I have already shewed 
that His natural Flesh and Blood cannot be said to be eaten 
and drunk by faith. 

Now I submit it to my reader, whether it be not as just 
and reasonable a rule in interpreting Scripture, that when 
the literal sense cannot be allowed, we should in the next 
place prefer that sense which is nearest to the literal. For 
I conceive this rule is built upon the same reason and grounds 
that the former is; and sure it will not bear a dispute, whe- 
ther receiving the Sacrament or believing and obeying Christ 
do come nearest to the. literal sense of eating Christ’s Flesh 
and drinking His Blood. I suppose I have sufficiently proved 
that to receive the Sacrament is verily and indeed to eat 
Christ’s Flesh and drink His Blood in power and effect, 
though not in substance ; whereas it yet remains to be proved 
that to believe in Christ is ever denoted by eating Christ’s 
Flesh and drinking His Blood, except perhaps in three or 
four places of the ancients, when they were speaking alle- 
gories. 

4. That which seems to me to be decisive, and of itself suffi- Fourth 
cient to determine the sense of John vi. to the Eucharist, is ee ee 
this, that the same phrases used by the same person, though 
in several places, ought to be taken in the same sense, if 
there be no cogent reason to the contrary. Now I suppose 
it very evident from what has been said, that ‘to eat Christ’s 
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Body’ and ‘to eat His Flesh’ are the very same phrase, 
though not the same words; and it is evident that St. Igna- 
tius and Justin Martyr and Clemens Alexandrinus thought 
them so; and therefore to suppose that two different things 
are to be understood by this phrase, is to talk precariously ; 
it is to say, that our Saviour’s discourses were not all of a 
piece, and that we cannot enter into His meaning at one 
place, by what He has expressed in the same phrase at an- 
other. And this argument will be of greater force, if it 
be considered that this phrase is very singular and extra- 
ordinary, never used by any person in a religious sense but 
by our blessed Saviour, and by Him but twice in the whole 
course of His life and ministry, so far as appears to us. What 
legislators would they be thought, who should take this course 
in forming human laws? Who would think them worthy of 
the. names of lawyers or lawyer’s clerks, who should take this 
liberty; I mean, in the same law or instrument, or even in two 
several laws or instruments, to use the same phrase in two dif- 
ferent meanings? Especiallyif this phrase were peculiar to these 
legislators or lawyers, and used by none else, which is the pre- 
sent case? And by consequence, what interpreters are they 
who will pawn that on our Saviour, when He was instructing © 
us in the way to eternal happiness, which would be thought 
intolerable in men of common sense, in things that relate 
only to civil rights and the concerns of human government ? 
I am pretty sure, that such glosses as these do very much 
undervalue the Gospel and the Divine Author of it, and ex- 
pose it to the bold conjectures of enthusiasts and to the 
scoffs of atheists and infidels. It was this method of ex- 
pounding John vi. which gave a handle to the Quakers, to 
interpret it of the Light within. And while the generality of 
Divines give up this context, as they have done of late ages, 
for a passage of Scripture not primarily meant of the Eucha- 
rist, we can neither effectually confute this wild conceit of 
the Quakers, nor any other, which the glaring fancy of any _ 
man of new light may hereafter produce. When Origen gave — 
an anagogical turn to John vi., he did the same to the history 
of institution ; for he could not but be sensible, that all dis- — 
cerning men who understood Christianity in any tolerable — 
measure, would from hence infallibly conclude, that he could 
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not intend this to be the direct primary meaning of our 
Saviour in the first place of Scripture, any more than in the 
second. And it is observable, that even from this anagogical 
exposition of both these places, he gives us to understand, 
that he took the phrases of eating Christ’s Flesh and eating 
His Body to be the same, and therefore treats them in the 
same manner. And though I am not over much in love with 
this way of expounding Holy Scripture, yet if our modern in- 
terpreters would be content to follow Origen’s example, thus 
much at least would have remained clear and indisputable, 
viz., that John vi. is a context meant of the Eucharist, as 
well as the history of the institution; and that the phrases 
of eating Christ’s Flesh and eating His Body are parallel, 
or rather are the very same. 

If indeed there were any violent reason for taking this 
phrase in two distinct senses in these two several places; if 
any absurdity or inconsistence were by this means to be 
avoided, I should readily grant, that they who were for 
taking the phrase in two several senses, might do it out of 
a pious design to secure the honour of our blessed Master ; 
though I think he would much better consult the reputation 
of Christ Jesus and His religion, who could reconcile those 
seeming absurdities and inconsistences in such a manner as 
to leave the same phrase to be meant in both places of the 
same thing. But in this case I cannot discern any appear- 
ance of difficulty or inconvenience that follows upon taking 
the phrase in both places to signify receiving the Sacra- 
mental Body and Blood. 

I know it is commonly thought a sufficient objection against 
understanding John vi. of the Eucharist, that our Saviour as- 
serts eternal Life to be settled as a reward upon them who eat 
His Flesh and drink His Blood; and it seems incredible to 
many modern Divines, that so ample a reward should be pro- 
mised to them who receive the Sacrament. And so should I 
too, if by receiving the Sacrament I understood nothing but 
an external eating and drinking of the Eucharistical Body and 
Blood; but I suppose I have sufficiently guarded my reader 
against any such misapprehension. For I have all along 
argued upon this principle, that it is our Saviour’s intention, 
both in John vi. and in the other Evangelists, to oblige His 
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disciples to an internal as well as external manducation ; that 
to eat His Flesh in John vi., and to eat His Body according 
to the institution, are words of the very same import; and 
that they who make those words imply two several actions or 
duties, proceed upon a precarious and false supposition. And 
certainly they who receive the Eucharist with faithful, hum- 
ble, penitent, and obedient hearts, do all that Dr. W. or 
Dr. Clagett mean by faith and spiritual actions; and there- 
fore may reasonably be presumed to have a right to eternal 
life. Nay, they do something more, they receive the Sacra- 
ment of Christ’s Body and Blood: [that is, they fulfil a 
positive command of Christ, and use a necessary means of 
salvation instituted by Him. | 

And that I may convince my reader that there is no ill 
consequence attending this interpretation, I shall desire him 
to consider what is the certain and infallible meaning of our 
Saviour, when He said (after He had blessed the Bread) 
“Take, eat, This is My Body.” That He bade His disci- 
ples eat the consecrated Bread with their mouths, will be 
readily agreed by all. What I further insist upon, and 
what I think no man can in justice deny, is, that He did 
not only bid them eat with their mouths but with their 
minds; for He assures them that it was His Body, and 
yet they saw it to be Bread; and therefore they could not 
receive or eat it with their mouths as His natural Body; 
but at the same time they did outwardly eat the Bread, 
they could by their understandings apprehend it as a full 
and perfect representation of that natural Body of His. The 
Apostles indeed might have rather been startled than in- 
structed by what our Saviour now did, if He had not long 
before warned and advertised them of this His intention, as 
He did in John vi.; but being so long before apprised that He 
would give them something to eat under the title and cha- 
racter of His Flesh, they were by this means prepared to eat 
it as a mystery; which though it was to the sight and in 
gross substance but Bread, yet by His appointment and the 
Divine benediction was to them the Flesh of their Master. 
It could not indeed be perceived to be so by their outward 
senses; and this therefore necessarily supposes, that they 
could not receive it as the Body of Christ without the as- 
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sistance of their faith, and the inward faculties of their 
minds; and that therefore they must not rest in the outward 
action, but “eat it rationally,” as Clemens Alex.” expresses 
it, like men and Christians, not like brutes and infidels. 
And indeed it is strange and unaccountable to me, how the 
same phrase in John vi. should be supposed to carry a more 
perfect and sublime meaning than in the words of institution. 
To eat Christ’s Flesh and Body in St. John is such a duty, 
as has eternal Life and all evangelical blessings annexed to it ; 
and that in such strong words, that it is impossible for inter- 
preters to stifle or abate the signification and power of them. 
And the most plausible reason which modern writers have to 
suppose, that eating Christ’s Body in the words of institution 
is to have another sense given it, is this, viz., that eternal 
Life is too great a promise to be annexed to Sacramental 
eating; and indeed this is true, if by Sacramental eating be 
meant no more than by communicating Sacramento tenus, as 
St. Augustine just now expressed it. But can any man be- 
lieve, that when Christ Jesus says, “Take, eat, This is My 
Body,’ He means no more than that they should press the 
symbol of His Body with their teeth, and swallow it with the 
organs of deglutition? I am persuaded, that all honest 
Christians, whether learned or unlearned, will readily ac- 
knowledge that, when Christ bade His Apostles to eat His 
Body in the Eucharist, He invited and exhorted them to 
perform it as a mystery; and therefore internally as well as 
externally to believe, that He had already in the intention of 
His will and by the Sacramental Bread and Wine, given 
His Body and Blood for them; and that they were to re- 
ceive it with such dispositions of mind as became men, when 
they came to drink the Blood of the Covenant for remission 
of sins, that is, with sincere faith and repentance and other 
holy affections. 
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And I cannot conceive, that eating and drinking Christ’s Eating 


Flesh and Blood in St. John can import more than it neces- 
sarily must in the words of institution. It is true, our Saviour 
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was, which He had not expressly done in John vi.; but sure 
none will from thence infer, that He excludes the inward or 
intellectual part. And I hope no one can think the imward 
or intellectual part of the duty of a communicant the less 
valuable or considerable, because it is attended with external 
manducation. Why our Saviour thought it more proper to 
make external manducation necessary, I shall have occasion 
to shew in the second Part. In the meantime we certainly 
know the meaning of these phrases, “Hat My Body,” “Drink 
My Blood,” in the words of institution: and I affirm that, 
taking these phrases in the same sense in John vi. all runs 
clear, and there is no manner of difficulty, nor any thing 
that looks like it. For in both places we understand eating, 
not only externally with the mouth, but internally with faith 
and a sense of the duty we are performing, and with all such 
dispositions as are required in people that come to receive 
so great favours from the hand of God. And if eternal Life 
do not belong to such communicants, it is certain, that pro- 
mise cannot of right be applied to any Christians on this 
side of heaven. And I shall hereafter prove, that we are to 
continue our claim to this right by a constant and sincere 
use of the means. 

Though I conceive, if we would speak strictly and pre- 
cisely, our Saviour does not say, that he who feeds upon His 
Flesh has thereby a right to eternal Life; but that he who 
having performed the labour of faith receives his present 
wages in hand, that is, the Sacrament, has in that Sacra- 
ment such a spiritual maintenance or subsistence, as will 
supply him with constant strength and ability to perform 
his duty, and give him such a gradual growth in virtue and 
grace, as knows no bounds or limits; and will, if it be not 
his own fault, convey to him the principles of a resurrection 
to that state of blessedness, which shall have no end. For I 
take Zw to denote, not so directly life itself, as the means 
or provision by which life is maintained, as I may have occa- 
sion hereafter to shew more at large. 

And they that use the means outwardly and in appearance 
only, that eat, as Judas is by many supposed to have done, 
with malicious intentions, or for an hypocritical disguise ; 
they are so far from performing the duty required by Christ, 


JOHN VI. MEANT OF THE EUCHARIST. 523 


that they eat and drink their own damnation. Nay, they SEOT. 
who perform this duty carelessly, without a sincere faith, 
_ love, humility, &c., they do but one part of the duty, and 
that the least valuable; they do not come to the Lord’s 
Table with such good affections and desires, as are necessary 
in order to receive the spiritual blessings there reached out 
to all worthy communicants. 

I know some think it an objection against taking John vi. How eter- 
In this sense, that our Saviour makes the eating His Flesh pei ai 


tion de- 
and drinking His Blood a necessary condition of eternal Pends on 


Life ; but this objection seemed none in the judgment of the Christ’ 
primitive Church, who did always believe that without this 

none is capable of eternal Life, as will be shewed in the second 

Part. I am sensible some Divines, in order to represent the 
absurdity of the doctrme which I now defend, aggravate 

this necessity to such a degree, as to suppose that even the 
Patriarchs and others who lived before Christ were not capa- 

ble of future happiness, without eating Christ’s Flesh and 
drinking His Blood in the sense here intended. But they 

have no grounds for this, in the words used by our blessed 
Saviour. He says indeed, “ Except ye,” that are My disciples 

and hearers, who may, if you think fit, be members of My 
Church, and live in constant communion with it; except ye, 

I say, that are capable of this blessing, if it be not your own 

fault, do “eat My Flesh and drink My Blood, ye have no 

Life in you:” for our Saviour spake to none but Jews, who 

dwelt in the Holy Land, where His Church was first erected, 

and who might become members of it, if their own obstinacy 

and perverseness did not prevent : and J suppose our Saviour’s 

laws are to be understood in the same sense with the laws of 

all wise governors, and therefore with this tacit reserve, 

Nemo tenetur ad impossibile. 

I am not ignorant, that many of the ancients did from Whether 
hence conclude, and some Christians do to this day believe, eonaar tee 
that by virtue of this declaration of Jesus Christ, even infants nts cane 
are under an obligation of eating and drinking the Sacra- from hence. 
mental Body and Blood; but I must profess that I cannot 

see that this is fairly deducible from the words; for our 
Saviour speaks to grown persons, such as were capable of 
‘labouring or doing the work of God,’ that is, ‘ believing,’ 
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as He Himself explains it, to such as were culpable for not 
believing, and therefore not to children; nor indeed was the 
communicating of children ever the universal practice of the 
Church; but I believe withal, that the giving the Sacra- 
mental Body and Blood to infants was a much more ex- 
cusable practice than that contempt or neglect of it, which 
now so much prevails. God grant that what I have written 
may serve for the cure of this great evil. 

If any shall think it an objection against this sense of 
the words, that it is said of this Bread that it “comes down 
from heaven,” or that it “came down from heaven” (for 
Christ indifferently useth either the present or the aorist), it 
is to be observed, that this-is as hard to be understood of 
His natural Body as of His Sacramental; for it is certain 
that His human Nature was “ conceived of the Virgin Mary,” 
and therefore was not from heaven as His Divine Nature was ; 
and it is evident to a demonstration, that this must be under- 
stood of His natural Body, or of His Sacramental Body, or 
of both; for thus the words stand, “I am the Living Bread 
which cometh down from heaven, that a man may eat thereof 
and not die. Iam the Living Bread which came down from 
heaven ; if any man eat of this Bread, he shall live for ever ; 
and the Bread which I will give is My Flesh, which I will 
give for the Life of the world.” And certainly it may as well 
be said of His Sacramental Body as of His doctrine, that It 
came down from heaven; because both of them are from 
God ; and if our Saviour speak of the baptism of John as a 
thing “from heaven,” much more might He say so of the 
Sacrament of His own Body and Blood. The truth is, as His 
human personal Body was from heaven, by reason of It’s being 
conceived of the Holy Ghost, for the same reason is His Sacra- 
mental Body from heaven, as being made what It is by the 
secret operation of the same Divine Person; both the one 
and the other are so “from heaven,” that they are “not of 
men ;” the Divine power of the Spirit is to be considered as 
the principal agent, both in forming Christ’s natural Body, 
and consecrating the Eucharistical. 

And I must own that it is a great satisfaction to me, that 
I have the first Reformed Church of the world on my side in ~ 


Bohemia so this particular. Dr. Clagett observes, in his Discourse on 
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John vi.* that Cardinal Cajetan says of the Bohemians, that SECT. 
“They argued, that if our Lord had not treated in John vi. —~._ 
concerning the Sacrament, He would not have distinguished Jobn vi. 
between eating and drinking, least of all between eating His 
Flesh and drinking His Blood.” By this I have the confession 
of two learned adversaries at once, that I have the Bohemians 
with me as to this point. The Cardinal supposed, that if 
John vi. were understood of the Eucharist, “it would im- 
ply a necessity of communicating children,” which I have 
shewed to be a groundless supposition; but that which 
I believe weighed most with the Cardinal was the other 
reason mentioned in the same place, viz., that if this text 
be understood of the Eucharist, it will follow that there 
is a necessity of the Cup as well as of the Host. And 
indeed the words of Christ are very emphatical, ‘“ Except ye 
eat the Flesh of the Son of Man and drink His Blood, ye 
have no Life in you.” No wonder therefore that Dr. Clagett 
justly boasts», that “he had Popes, Cardinals, Bishops, and 
Doctors, before the Council of Trent, for number as well as 
quality not inferior to those who maintained the contrary 
side ;” and it is probable that this was the main motive for 
so many Divines of the Church of Rome to assert, that John 
vi. was not to be understood of Sacramental manducation, 
viz., because if this were allowed, they thought the practice 
of that Church in denying the Cup to the laity to be inde- 
fensible, as without doubt it is; and therefore the Council of 
Trent would by no means determine that John vi. was to be 
understood of the Sacrament; for they were not insensible 
that the principal ground of the Bohemians demanding the 
Eucharist in both kinds for the laity as well as Priests, and 
of the absolute necessity of it, was this text in John vi. I 
am further informed by my reverend and learned neighbour 
Mr. Dorrington, (who will ere long oblige the world with a 
more particular account of the most early Reformers,) that 
while they went under the name of Taborites (from the 
chief place of their residence) they presented to the States 
of Bohemia a Confession of their faith, in which the article 
of the Eucharist runs thus; “ Now after the Sacrament 


¢ [Johnson has omitted the verifica- 


_ ® [ Preface, p. xix.] ; 
tion of these passages in his 2nd Ed. ] 


b [p. xxi.] 
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of Baptism, and imposition of hands, it remains, that we 
———— speak of the third Sacrament of the Body and Blood of the 
Lord or of the Lord’s Supper; because these three Sacra- 
ments follow after one another; for by the grace of Christ 
we are cleansed from our sins, by the grace of imposition of 
hands we are confirmed in what is good for the [spiritual] 
conflict; but this grace of the Sacrament of the Body and 
Blood of the Lord cherishes and increases the grace of Bap- 
tism, and of imposition of hands; since the Sacrament of the 
Body and Blood of the Lord is a sign deputed by Divine in- 
stitution to signify the spiritual nourishment of a man in 
God, by the assistance of which the spiritual Life is preserved, 


and by the want of which it fails. 


He that is Truth itself 


saying, ‘Except ye eat the Flesh of the Son of Man and 


drink His Blood, ye have no Life in you.’” 


In a Confession 


of their faith sent to Vladislaus, king of Bohemia and 
Hungary, about the year 1508, they speak of the Eucharist 


in the following manner‘. 


Because the Latin used by these 
Bohemians is somewhat singular, I 
will therefore give it my reader here in 
the margin, that he may judge whether 
I attain it or not. ‘Jam post Sacra- 
mentum Baptismi, et manus impo- 
sitionem, restat de tertio Sacramento, 


sc. Dominici Corporis et Sanguinis, 


seu Cone Dominice pertractandum, 
quia illa tria Sacramenta sunt continua. 
Nam per gratiam Baptismi a peccato 
mundamur, per gratiam manus impo- 
sitionis in bono ad pugnam roboramur. 
Ipsa autem gratia Sacramenti Domi- 
nici Corporis et Sanguinis gratiam 
Baptismi et manus impositionis nu- 
trit et augmentat: cum Sacramentum 
Dominici Corporis et Sanguinis sit sig- 
num ex Divina institutione deputatum 
ad significandum efficaciter spiritualem 
nutritionem hominis in Deo, qua as- 
sistente vita spiritualis conservatur, et 
qua deficiente deficit, dicente Veritate, 
Joh. vi. ‘ Nisi manducaveritis Carnem 
Filii hominis, &e.’’ [Confessio Wal- 
densium, p. 18. Ed. Basil, 1568. BS. 
8vo. D. 284. Bodl. | 

a Fide ipsa, quam Scripturarum 
sanctarum ministerio hausimus, credi- 
mus, lingua quoque nostra resonamus. 
Ubicunque dignus Sacerdos cum fido 
populo juxta sensum et Christi inten- 
tionem Ecclesieque ordinationem ora~ 


“ By that faith, which we have 


tionem faciens, hujusmodi verbis vide- 
licet, Hoc est Corpus Meum, Hic est 
Sanguis Meus, testificatus fuerit: con- 


festim preesens panis est Corpus Christi — 


in mortem pro nobis oblatum. Vinum 
similiter praesens est Sanguis Ejus pro 
nobis effusus in peccatorum remissio- 
nem. Hee fidei nostre professio verbis 
Christi firmatur ab Evangelistis, et a 
S. Paulo conscriptis. Ad hane pro- 
fessionem etiam istud accedat hoe 
Corpus Christi et Sanguis Ejus, juxta 
Christi et Ecclesie quoque Ejus in- 
stitutionem, sub panis vinique apevres 
utrisque in commemorationem 
mortis, Sanguinis etiam effusionéril ge 


sius, quemadmodum ait, Hoe facite in 


Meam commemorationem, sumi debet. 


Deinde mors Christi, verbo Evangelii, 
atque bona utilia morte Ejus disposita, 
annuntianda sunt; similiter spes fusi — 
Sanguinis, ut Apostolus testatur: Quo- — 


tiescunque (ait) manducabitis panem 


hune, et calicem Domini bibetis, mor- ;, 
tem Domini annuntiabitis donec veniat. — 
Tertio, pro veritatis spiritalis notitia, — 
de qua Joh. Evangelista scribit: in 
donationis, . 
sumptionis, usus, acceptionis, veritatis, im 
per fidem in spe, sicut ait Dominus, % 
Accipite et is 


certificationem  similiter 


Accipite et comedite: 
bite-—[Fasciculus Rerum, p. 165, E 
Brown. | 





JOHN VI. MEANT OF THE EUCHARIST. 527 


imbibed by the ministry of the Holy Scriptures, we believe 
and declare with our tongues, wherever a worthy Priest, 
with a faithful people, offering prayer according to the sense 
and intention of Christ and the ordination of the Church, 
has solemnly used these words, ‘ This is My Body, This is My 
Blood,’ forthwith the Bread there present is the Body of 
Christ offered for us, and the Wine there present is likewise 
His Blood, shed for the remission of sins; this profession of 
our faith is confirmed by the words of Christ, written by the 
Evangelists and St. Paul. It may further be added to this 
profession, that this Body and Blood of His, according to the 
institution of Christ and His Church, ought to be received 
under both species of Bread and Wine, in commemoration of 
His Death and shedding of His Blood, as He says, ‘ Do ye this 
in remembrance of Me.’ Further, the Death of Christ, ac- 
cording to the word of the Gospel, and the advantageous 
benefits bestowed by His Death, are to be set forth, as like- 
wise the hope of His Blood, as the Apostle testifies; ‘As 
often,’ says he, ‘as ye eat this Bread and drink this Cup of 
the Lord, ye do shew forth the Death of the Lord, until He 
come.’ Thirdly, for [setting forth] the knowledge of spiritual 
truth, concerning which John the Evangelist [speaks]; as 
likewise for the assurance of the giving, receiving, use, ac- 
ceptance of the truth by faith in hope, as the Lord says, 
‘Take, eat,’ ‘Take, drink.’” ‘Together with this Confession, 
they sent to the king an Apology, in answer to a famous 
Doctor, who was a notable adversary to them and their doc- 
trine ; in which they argue against him to this effect, viz., that 
what is received in the Sacrament is either distinct from that 
Christ, Who is at God’s right hand; and then why do men 
worship Him at all? Or else it is the same Christ; and 
then, why do not they worship Him, after He has been re- 
ceived by the Priest or by any faithful men, as well as before? 
And they add®*, “Certainly they ought rather to do this 
according to the precept of faith; for Christ is in a more 


e “Et certe deberent hoc facere ex 
precepto fidei plus, quia digniore modo 
est in homine quam in Sacramento: 


in perpetuum, sicut* potest dici et con- 
firmari ex verbis Christi, ubi dicit, Qué 
manducat hunc panem vivet in eter- 


quia propter hoc est in Sacramento ad 
tempus, ut Eum homines sumant cum 


- reverentia, non solum ad tempus, sed 


num.’’—[Responsio Excusatoria Fra- 
trum Waldensium; Fascicul. Rerum, 
vol. i. p. 185.] 
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worthy manner in the man, than in the Sacrament; for 
He is in the Sacrament for a while to this end, that men 
may receive Him with reverence, not only for a time, but 
for ever; as may be affirmed and proved from the words 
of Christ, where He says, ‘ He that eateth of this Bread 
shall live for ever.’”? Now this authority is of greater weight 
with me, than that of any other Church now in the world, 
except our own, would be; not only because they were the 
first-fruits of the Reformation, but because their constitution 
was episcopal, and they retained confirmation, as we also 
do; and it is very evident, as Mr. Dorrington observes to 
me, that in the passage above cited they are declaring or 
arguing against transubstantiation, and I may add, the Com- 
munion in one kind only. And it is not unworthy our 
notice, that though they do expressly apply John vi. to the 
Eucharist in all three citations, yet they do in the second 
passage suppose that our Saviour intended in this context 
to represent Divine Truth as well as His Body and Blood; 
nay, in the last words of that passage they clearly take the 
words of institution in the same manner. They who penned 
the Confession, [were] more probably well versed in the 
writings of Origen and St. Jerome, from whence they took 
these hints. 

It is true, that these confessions are found in the Fascicu- 
LUS RERUM, (published first by Orthuinus Gratius, A.D. 1535, 
and here in England by Mr. Brown about the year 1690,) 
and are there said to have been drawn and presented by the 
Waldenses; but the Rev. Mr. Dorrington assures me that 
this is only by a vulgar mistake, whereby it often happens, 
that things done or said in reality by the Bohemians are 
attributed to the Waldenses; they being two several bodies 
of men that joined in the same cause against the Church of 
Rome. I shall say no more of this matter, smce Mr. Dor- 
rington gives the world leave to expect a very full and _per- 
fect account of the Churches of the Bohemian brethren, if it — 
please God to favour his studies. | 

[He never lived to accomplish this work. | 


A PARAPHRASE 


ON JOHN vi. 26—36, 47—64. 


IN WHICH I HAVE TAKEN THE LIBERTY OF TRANSLATING SOME WORDS 
OTHERWISE THAN THEY ARE TURNED BY OUR ENGLISH TRANSLATORS. 


Ver. 26.—Amen, Amen I say unto you, and it concerns 
you greatly to consider and understand what I tell you, ye 
seek Me, not because ye saw the miracles, and from thence 
conclude, as ye ought to do, that I am the Messias; but be- 
cause ye did eat of the loaves and fishes multiplied mira- 
culously by Me, and were filled; and so expect, that I should ver. 9, 
maintain you in the same manner for the future. 

Ver. 27. I advise you, that you labour not for the meat that 
perisheth, such as I lately gave you; but for that mysterious 
meat that endureth, in it’s effects at least, to everlasting life, 
or so as to become an eternal maintenance; which the Son 
of Man, Who lately gave you that plentiful entertainment, 
shali hereafter give unto as many of you, as are willing and 
fit to receive it; for Him hath God the Father sealed, or com- 
missioned to promise such maintenance. 


N.B. That a) signifies ‘maintenance, and fay ‘to be subsisted’ or 
‘maintained,’ is a thing of which learned men want no proof. 


Ver. 28. Now because Christ had spoken of labouring, 
therefore they said unto Him, what shall we do, that we may do ver. 27. 
the work of God; and so procure this eternal maintenance, 
of which Thou speakest? 

Ver. 29. In answer to this question, Jesus said unto them, 
this is the work of God, meant by Me, that ye believe in Him, ver. 27. 
Whom He hath sent, that is, in Me [and particularly as to 
what I am now going to say concerning the Meat which 
endureth to everlasting Life;| and this is really a work or 
labour of the mind; it consists not in following Me with a 
bodily fatigue, in getting boats, and rowing, and sailing after 
Me, as you have now done, but in submitting to Me, as [to ver. 24, 26, 

JOHNSON. Mm 


ver. 15. 


ver. 34, 


1 Cor. x. 3. 


Exod. xvii. 


Numb. xx. 
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what I am now going to teach you:] and this is a work 
very hard to be done by men of your temper. 

Ver. 80. They said therefore unto Him, what sign shewest 
Thou, that we may see it, and believe that Thou art the Mes- 
sias? what miracle dost Thou work? as to Thy giving us 
one meal’s meat by unknown means, that is not to be com- 
pared to what was done by Moses: 

Ver. 31. For our Fathers did feed upon manna in the wil- 
derness for forty years together, as it is written, He gave them 
food from heaven. 

N.B. I turn oayeiv here and throughout this discourse, as likewise rpa- 
yew, not “eat,” but ‘feed upon,” as implying not the act of eating once 
and away, sometimes or occasionally ; but a constant daily supplying our 
natural wants; such was the manducation of the Israelites, who fed upon 
manna for forty years, during the whole time of their pilgrimage in the 
desert; and it is very evident, that the people followed Him in expecta- 
tion, that He would maintain them in some such manner. We find, that 
when they had been witnesses to the miracle of multiplying thé loaves, 
they were endeavouring “by force to make Him a king,” they thought 
Him the only person fit to be a king or general, when they found that He 
was able to subsist an atiny by His miracles; they therefore, beyond all 
doubt, hoped to have a constant provision furnished by Him, and followed 
Him on this presumption. And in correspondence to this I suppose St. 
Paul’s words should thus be rendered, “ Our fathers did all feed upon the 
same spiritual meat, and they all made the same spiritual liquor their 
drink” (they in type, we in verity), “for they all made” the stream which 
issued from “the Rock, their drink ;’ which stream “ followed them” for 
thirty-eight years together, from Rephidim to Cades Barnea. In both 
places a constant daily eating and drinking is meant. 


Ver. 32. Jesus said unto them by way of reply, Amen, 
Amen I say unto you, and it is what particularly deserves 
your consideration ; Moses gave you not that mysterious Bread 
from heaven, of which I have now been speaking; but My 
Father* is now about to give you the true mysterious Bread 
from heaven. 

Ver. 33. For the Bread of God i is that Bread which cometh 
down from heaven and giveth life or maintenance to that pre 
of the world which labours for it. 


N.B. “The Bread of God” signifies, in Scripture language, any eset 


« The present indicative often stands charist is ‘ Bread from heaven,’ I have 
for the future participle and the sub- shewed in my Discourse on John yi. 
stantive verb. See Matt. ii. 4; iii. 10; which immediately precedes this Para- 
xx, 22; 1 Cor. xvi. 5. How the Eu- phrase. . 
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fice, whether animate or inanimate, which was offered to God. It is said 
of the priests, “The offerings of the Lord made by fire, the Bread of God Lev. xxi. 6. 
they do offer.” ‘The offerings of the Lord’ in this text are the same with 
‘the Bread of God.’ Our translators have supplied ‘and; but that is 
superfluous. ‘To offer the Bread of God’ is a phrase denoting the whole Lev. xxi. 8. 
sacrificial office of the priest. And the Law speaking of maimed animals !”- 
says, “ Neither of these shall ye [priests] offer the Bread of your God.” Lev. xxii. 
[“ Neither from a stranger’s hand shall ye offer the Bread of your God of 2” 
any of these; because their corruption is in them, and blemishes be in 
them: they shall not be accepted for you.”] The kidneys, fat, and caul of 
the beast offered as a peace-offering, are expressly called “ the Bread of the Lev. iii. 11. 
offering made by fire unto the Lord.” Our translators do indeed there 
render the word, ‘food; and so they might have done in the other places 
before cited, for pnd in Hebrew, &pres in the Hellenistic tongue, signify 
all manner of victuals. Sometimes those portions of the sacrifice, which 
were eaien by the priests or their families, are called “‘ the Bread of God ;’ 
for it is said of the maimed priest, that though he may not officiate, “ yet Lev. xxi.22. 
he shall eat the Bread of His God,” “both of the most holy,” (that is, the 
remnant of the meal-offering and the sin-offering, of the trespass-offering,) Lev. ii. 5; 
“and of the holy” (that is, the peace-offering.) Our Saviour therefore calls a. ‘it 8; 
Himself “the Bread of God,’ as He was a Sacrifice for the sins of the xix. 8. 
world, and mysteriously to be eaten as such; and every animal sacrificed 
for sin or as a peace-offering under the Law might, if it could have spoke, 
have called itself “the Bread of God.”—Further, I turn the article 6 not 
“he” but “that,” as if dros had been repeated; it is certain the hearers 
did not yet apprehend that Christ meant Himself; for they desire that 
this Bread might be given to them in the next verse; whereas, when they 
apprehended that He spake of Himself, they were offended and forsook 
Him. 
Ver. 34. They said unto Him, Lord give us this Bread, and 
that not for one meal, but for a perpetuity. Sac ver Sh 
Ver. 35. Jesus said unto them, I am the Bread of Life or 
spiritual maintenance ; he that cometh to Me [out of a desire 
of this spiritual Bread (not as you do for the sake of tem- 
poral food)], shall never suffer starving spiritual hunger ; and 
he that believeth on Me {when I promise him My Blood to 
drink, as well as in all other particulars] shall never suffer 
killing spiritual thirst; [for I will give him an ample supply 
of My Body and Blood.] 
N.B. Our Saviour gives a direct answer to His hearers, who desired this 
Bread ‘ for a perpetuity; He assures them that if they come to Him, or 
believe on Him, they shall not want this mysterious Bread; or as it is 
ver. 27, if they laboured, they should have the meat that endureth to ever- 
lasting Life. It seems absurd to suppose, that our Saviour here promises 
that His disciples should not hunger and thirst (that is, have an appetite) 
Mm 2 
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after this mysterious meat; what He promises is, that they should never 
die of hunger and thirst for want of it. An appetite after this meat is a 
blessing; the withholding of it is destructive. Our Saviour calls Himself 
the “ Bread of life,” or maintenance, in allusion to the sin-offerings of the 
Jews, which were the chief maintenance of the priests during the time of 
their attendance; for the whole sin-offering and trespass-offering belonged 
to the priest, and was to be eaten by him and his family, except the 
rump and the fat and the kidneys and the caul, whereas only the breast and 
shoulder of the peace-offering was the priests’. Therefore it is said of the — 
priests, that “ they fed on the sin-offerings of the people.” 


Ver. 36. But I said unto you, that ye also have seen Me 
doing miracles, and yet believe not [what I am now saying of 
giving men My Flesh to eat, and My Blood to drink;] or 
that ye followed Me, because ye had eaten of the loaves and 
hoped to do so again (ver. 26), not because ye from thence 
concluded Me to be [a veracious infallible Master.] Ye do 
not perform the labour of faith, and so the promise of eternal 
maintenance does not belong to you. F 

Ver. 47. Amen, Amen, I say unto you, and it is a matter of 
the greatest consequence, he that believeth on Me, and so per- 
formeth the labour or work of God, hath for his reward or 
wages in hand, eternal life or maintenance. 

Ver. 48. And I Myself am that Bread of eternal life or 
maintenance. I Myself am to be eaten in a mysterious 
manner. 

Ver. 49. Your fathers did feed upon manna in the wilder- 
ness for forty years together, and yet are dead ; 

Ver. 50. But the excellency of this Bread, which I now 
promise, is, that this is the Bread which comes down from 
heaven, that a man may feed upon it, and not die the death of 
a sinner. | 

Ver. 51. “I myself am the living or life-giving Bread, which 
came down from heaven; if any man feed on this Bread in the 
mysterious manner, which I will hereafter discover, he shall 
live for ever or be maintained to_an eternal duration.— 

N.B. Some of the anc‘ents seem to suppose, that these and the foregoing 
words may be understood either of the Sacrament, or of the Holy Ghost, 
or of Christ’s doctrine. I have above given instances of this from St. 
Augustine, who yet perpetually understands the following verses of the 
Eucharist only, and rather mentions this as a gloss on the foregoing words 


than insists upon it as the primary sense; and indeed I can see no reason 
to believe that our Saviour meant one thing in the foregoing words, another 
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in the following. It may be allowed that our Saviour in the foregoing words 
speaks of Himself only as potential food; just as the animal sacrifice for 
the sins of private persons might, if it could have spoke, have said, while it 
was yet alive, to the Jewish priests, “I am the Bread of God, the Bread 
of life or maintenance for you.” Not that it had been possible for the 
ptiests to eat every part of such animal sacrifice, though it had been 
allowed them to do it; but bya usual synecdoche of the part for the whole, 
in the following words He lets them know, that not His whole Person but 
His Flesh only was actually to become their food. And it is evident that 
our Saviour uses the phrases of ‘eating Me, and ‘ eating My Flesh, in 
the same sense, as may be seen by comparing this verse with the 57th; and 
that therefore to make our Saviour intend two several things in what goes 
before and in what follows, is only a conjectural gloss. 


Ver. 51.—And the Bread which I will give, is not My entire 
Person, but My Flesh, Which I will give for the life or main- 
tenance of the world, on condition that it do believe in Me. 

N.B. I have before shewed, how Christ gave His natural Body to God 
by the pledge of His Sacramental Body; therefore here He makes no dis- 
tinction; because in giving one He did in effect give the other, first to 
God, and then to men. 


Ver. 52. The Jews therefore strove among themselves, saying, 
How can this man give us His Flesh to feed upon? It is evident 
one carcase can never maintain so great a multitude, much 
less the whole world, if we could find in our hearts to eat it. 


Ver. 53. Then Jesus said unto them, Except ye, who now 
hear Me, do feed upon the Flesh of the Son of Man and make 
His Blood your drink, ye have no spiritual life in you, or ye 
cannot have any thing in you, whereby to support your 
spiritual life. 

Ver. 54. Whoso feedeth on My Flesh and maketh My Blood 
his drink, hath eternal life or maintenance, and I will raise 
him up at the last day, to an endless state of happiness, 

Ver. 55. For My Flesh is indeed spiritual life-giving meat ; 
and My Blood is indeed spiritual life-giving drink. 

Ver. 56. He that feedeth on My Flesh, and maketh My 
Blood his drink, he dwelleth in Me, and I in him, by means of 
the one Spirit thereby communicated to him. See ver. 63. 

Ver. 57. As the Father, Who lives, that is, is the fountain 
of Life, sent Me,and I live by the Father ; so he who feedeth on 
Me in the mysterious manner, which I will hereafter discover, 
even he shall live or be maintained by Me. 


See ch. viii. 
47. 
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Ver. 58. This is the Bread which is come down from heaven 
to be fed upon, not as your fathers fed upon manna in the 
wilderness with unbelieving hearts, and so are dead in their 
sins; he that feedeth on this Bread shall live or be maintained 
for ever. | 

Ver. 59. These things said He in the synagogue, as He taught 
in Capernaum. 

Ver. 60, Many therefore of His disciples, when they had 
heard this discourse of His feeding them with His Flesh and 
making His Blood their drink, said, This is a hard saying, 
who can hear or believe it ? 

Ver. 61. When Jesus knew in Himself, that His disciples 
murmured at it, He said unto them, Doth this cause you to be 
offended, or to stumble ? 

Ver. 62. What, and if you shall see the Son of Man to 
ascend up into heaven, where He was before? Will ye not 
then think what I now say of feeding men with My Flesh to 
be more incredible than it can seem at present? And yet 


He will certainly ascend thither clothed with His Flesh, and 


will as certainly give His Flesh to be fed upon by men. 

Ver. 63. It is the Divine Spirit, that giveth life ; and there- 
fore, when I promised My Flesh as an eternal maintenance 
to them who eat and drink it, you ought so to understand 
Me, as if I intended, together with My Flesh and Blood, to 
convey to men the power of the Spirit: for the Flesh of itself 
profiteth not at all to the end, which I propose, of giving 
you an eternal Life or maintenance, whether by Flesh you 
understand My natural Body, or any other material thing 
dignified with that character; the words which I speak or the 
promises which I pronounce, when I mentioned My Fiesh and 
Blood, are not only material visible things, but they likewise 
contain an assurance of spirit and life or eternal maintenance. 

Ver. 64. But there are some of you who believe not, or put 
no trust in Me, as to the promise I have been now making 
of giving My Flesh to be eat, and My Blood to be drunk. 
You will not perform the labour, and so cannot receive the 


wages in hand, which I promise to all that submit to the 


condition. 


I a ee 


A very learned friend having several times hinted to me his 
dislike of the explication given by me of this context in 
John vi., I desired him to draw up in writing his objections 
against me on this head; he complied with my request ; and 
here I present my reader with his objections, and my 
answers to them, paragraph by paragraph. 


FIRST PARAGRAPH, 


‘Our Saviour, in the sixth of St. John, from ver. 27 to 
ver. 51, so often speaks of coming to and believing on Him 
as a person sent from God, that there is to me no appear- 
ance that He intended any thing more. Nor is it, I think, 
reasonable to believe, that He spake of a different thing in 
the following part of His discourse.’ 


& 


ANSWER. 


‘There was good reason, and even a necessity, that Christ 
should often speak of believing and coming to Him, when 
He was teaching such a doctrine as He found so disagreeable 
to His hearers, that they seemed one and all to be disposed 
to abandon Him: and especially, because at the beginning 
of His discourse He had declared faith to be that “ work,” 
or labour, which alone could qualify men “to eat His Flesh,” 
_ or “that meat which endured to everlasting Life.” 

I am persuaded that in this first paragraph I can discern 
the principal occasion of your mistake in this point ; namely, 
that you suppose our Saviour to speak of “coming to,” and 
“believing” on Himself as a person sent from God only, 
For you say, there is “no appearance that he intended any 
thing more.” But now it appears evident to me, that He 
here speaks of believing in Himself not only as a person sent 
from God, but as one that also promised His Flesh to be eat, 
and His Blood to be drunk in a mysterious manner. And 
it was the want of this faith chiefly, which Christ resented in 
His hearers. For, 

1. It is so far from being true, that a general faith in 


ver. 27. 


ver. 60, 61. 
66. 


ver. 14, 


ver. 26. 
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Christ, as sent from God, was the only thing required by 
our Saviour in this context, that so far as appears, all His 
present hearers did already actually believe Him to be such 
a person. For all that murmured, all that went back from 
walking any more with Him, are expressly called “ disci- 
ples ;” and it is not credible that they should be so styled, 
except they had believed in Christ as the Messias. The 
very worst of His present hearers, except Judas, were they 
who had seen the miracle of the loaves and fishes. And yet 
even these were believers in Christ at large; for “the men 
who had seen the miracle which Jesus did, said, This is of a 
truth that Prophet that should come into the world.” And 
therefore, if to “ believe in Christ,” and “ eat His Flesh,” were 
phrases of the same signification, then all these murmurers, 
even they that could not bear to hear of eating Christ’s Flesh, 
had yet done that which they could not endure to hear of: 
they had eat His Flesh in your sense of these words, they 
had owned Christ the great Prophet, and had been His dis- 
ciples, and were so until they were told of the necessity of 
eating of their Master’s Flesh. I call them who had seen 
the miracle of the loaves and fishes the worst of Christ’s 
present hearers, except Judas; because they followed Him 
rather for the sake of the loaves than on account of the 
miracle, as they are told by Christ Himself: they had a 
greater regard to things temporal than spiritual; a thing too 
incident to them that believe in Christ, as we find by daily 
experience. | 
2. However it is certain that eleven of the Apostles had — 
now for many months, not to say years, believed in Christ as" 
a person sent from God, and did at this time continue so — 
to do; therefore they must certainly have eat Christ’s Flesh 


‘ all this time, and did so now, according to your opinion. 


ver. 67. 


Yet if they had, or did eat His Flesh, it was more than they 
knew; for they also were so shocked with what He had said 
concerning the eating of His Flesh, that our Saviour saw 
occasion to ask them, “ Will ye also go away?” Therefore 
it is certain, that in the judgment of these Apostles, Christ 
in this place, under the phrase of eating His Flesh, had taught 
them some new doctrine. For if they had believed that He ~ 
required them only to acknowledge Him as a person sent 
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from God, this was no more than what they had long since 
been convinced of; and Christ, by explaining this dark phrase 
according to your meaning, might presently have set them 
right. And God forbid that any man should suppose that 
our Divine Master caused some to apostatize, and shook the 
faith of His own good Apostles, rather than He would explain 
to them a very singular phrase that no man had ever used 
before Him, when it imported no more as you would have it 
-than a persuasion of His Divine mission, which they would 
have acknowledged without hesitation. 

3. The sacred text doth clearly teach us that the doctrine 
here taught contained very considerable difficulties, and was 
hard to be digested. 'The main body of the hearers found no 
such difficulties in owning Him to be that great Prophet that 
should come into the world; and they thus express their un- 
belief, “ How can this Man give us His Flesh to eat ?”” And 
when our Saviour had said, “ This is that Bread which came 
down from heaven,” ... they presently reply, “ This is an hard 
saying, who can hear it?” And it was “ at this,” that “ Jesus 
knew in Himself, His disciples murmured.” Nay farther, our 
Saviour in His preface to this discourse plainly intimates 
that what He was now going to say required a very laborious 
faith in His hearers, and at the same time hints to us the 
sum of that doctrine which He was going to inculcate, 
namely, that He would hereafter give His disciples “ Bread 
which should endure to everlasting life.’ And when they 
murmured at it, He says, “‘ doth this offend you?” that is, 
does it cause you to stumble into unbelief? I know it does. 
He adds, “ What, and if ye shall see the Son of Man ascend 
up” into heaven, “where He was before?” If you cannot 
believe Me now, how will you be able to believe that you can 
eat My Flesh, when I shall be removed wholly out of your 
sight as far as heaven is from earth? He not only acknow- 
ledges that the point He was now pressing was hard to be 
believed, but that it would hereafter be harder still. It there- 
fore could not be His mission from God. For that was never 
hard to them who saw and considered His miracles. And 
His resurrection and ascension into heaven would make it 
more easy still, because by this means His Divine power was 
still made more manifest. It was therefore the mysterious 


ver. 52. 


ver. 58. 
ver. 60. 
ver. 61. 


ver. 27, 29. 


ver. 61, 


ver. 27. 29. 
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or Sacramental eating of His Flesh which He here taught; 
which is a thing very different from believing Him to be a 
person sent from God, though this belief was a necessary 
qualification for the internal and beneficial eating Christ’s 
mystical Flesh. 

4, I have shewed in the foregoing Discourse on John yi. 
that faith is the work or labour; eating Christ’s Flesh and 
drinking His Blood the reward of that labour; and this dis- 
tinction is made by Christ Himself. And the labour and 
reward cannot in the nature of things be the same. Yet 
they must be the same, if, as you say, ‘to believe in Christ’ 
and ‘to eat His Flesh’ are but two expressions without any 
difference in true sense and meaning. 

Whereas you say our Saviour “so often” speaks of coming 
to Him and believing on Him, I cannot find that He speaks 
of coming to Him, or believing on Him, from ver. 27 to ver. 
64 above eight times; whereas He nine times speaks of eat- 
ing or drinking, and seven times of the meat or drink. 


SECOND PARAGRAPH. 


‘Indeed He there (viz., in the following part of His dis- 
course) expresses Himself more obscurely, because He saw 
that the plainest instructions and even miracles would not 
convince many of His followers.’ 


ANSWER. 


I have shewed, in answer to the first paragraph, that most 
of His hearers were actually convinced that He was a person 
sent from God, until they drew back because they could not 
believe His doctrine of the Sacrament. Will you say He 
involved His meaning in obscure expressions on purpose to 
harden them that were already hardened? Is it not more just 
to say, that the nature of the mystery of which He was 
speaking, could be expressed in no other words but what — 
must seem obscure to them and all others unto the end of — 
the world ? 


THE PARAPHRASE ON JOHN VI. 539 


' THIRD PARAGRAPH, 


‘Perhaps, by “eating His Flesh” He might mean beliey- 
ing on Him when crucified, since ver, 51 He seems to speak 
of His Death.’ 


ANSWER, 


Your expression shews that you are not clear in the point. 
I cannot wonder at this. For we must all be at uncertain- 
ties in expounding Scripture, if we set on this work without 
having a just regard to the analogy of the words and phrases 
used in that sacred Book, and rather attend to our own 
fancies and conjectures than to the use of the same expres- 
sions in other texts. It is clear from my answer to the first 
paragraph, No. 3, that what Christ here demanded of them 
to believe had some considerable difficulty in it. But there 
was no difficulty in believing that He was to die. If indeed 
they had believed Him to be the Messiah, they would, ac- 
cording to the vulgar notion of the Jews, have expected that John xii.34. 
He should have abode on earth for ever. But since they 
did not, according to you, esteem Him a person sent from 
God, what should make His Death, or the manner of it, seem 
incredible? But I see no occasion to enlarge on this head, 
since you are pleased in effect to revoke this in paragraph 6 
and 8 below. 


FOURTH PARAGRAPH, 


‘However, when they understood Him in a gross, literal 
sense, he adds, ver. 63, “It is the Spirit that quickeneth,” 
&c. g.d. I speak not unto you of oral eating, but of such a 
mental eating of Me, as will produce in you a spiritual life, 
and bring you to an eternal Life hereafter.’ 


ANSWER. 


When you deny that our Saviour did intend oral mandu- 
cation, you allege no reason for your opinion. I readily own, 
and earnestly contend, that He meant not such an oral man- 
ducation as excluded what is mental; nay, I assert that the 
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mental manducation is the main point. And every good 
communicant is a full evidence that these two manducations 
are perfectly consistent with each other, and ought not to be 
separated. Yet literal bodily eating cannot be excluded, ex- 
cept you can shew some absurdity implied in this sense of 
the word. I have at large explained this text in the fore- 
going book, when I shew on what texts of Scripture the 
ancients grounded their doctrine, that “the Holy Ghost made 
the symbols the Body and Blood” of Christ. 


FIFTH PARAGRAPH. 


‘“ But there are some of you,” says He, “that believe 
not,” viz., that I am a person sent from God, as in ver. 36. 


¢ 


ANSWER. 


I find no such explanation in ver. 36. I must observe, 
that here you depart from your notion mentioned in para- 
graph 8, and reassume your former supposition, that to eat 
Christ’s Flesh is to believe Him a person sent from God, 
which I have fully disproved in the answer to paragraph 
the first. 


SIXTH PARAGRAPH. 


‘If He had been speaking of believing the mystery of the 
Eucharist, He might rather have said, “There are none of 
you that believe,” since the sum total of the belief, even of 
His Apostles, was but this, ver. 69, “ We believe and are 
sure that Thou art Christ, the Son of the living God ;” which 
yet He: never charges with any defect, and doubtless was 
therefore all that He then required of His followers.’ 


ANSWER. 


You forget, dear Sir, the words which are the first and 
principal in St. Peter’s confession, viz., “ Lord, to whom 
shall we go, Thou hast the words of eternal life.” For by 
this St. Peter declares his assent to all that Christ had said, 
but especially to His doctrine of attaining eternal Life by 
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eating His Flesh. He acknowledges eternal Life to be at His 
disposal, and to be had by such means as He had been ex- 
pressing. It is true, Christ had not here fully opened the 
nature of eating His Flesh and Blood, but only hinted what 
hereafter He designed more perfectly to reveal. Nor on the 
other side had He yet fully performed the office of the 
Messiah ; He had not yet died, nor rose again, nor ascended 
into heaven. Until all this was done they could not believe 
in Him, as one that had wholly discharged His Messiahship, 
nor as one that had yet actually given His Flesh to be eat. 
It was sufficient in both points to believe in what He had 
hitherto said or done, and to rely on His promise, that the 
rest should hereafter be accomplished in its season. 


SEVENTH PARAGRAPH. 


‘I think it must be taken for granted, that our Saviour 
in this discourse speaks of what all His followers might have 
done, if they had not been of an obstinate and unteachable 
temper; otherwise it would reflect upon His wisdom and 
goodness. But if He speaks of eating Sacramentally, this 
could not be performed by any of them before the institu- 
tion of the Eucharist.’ 


ANSWER. 


It would indeed have been a reflection upon His wisdom 
and goodness, if He had commanded them to do that out of 
hand, which could not possibly have been done until some 
time after. But He requires nothing to be done out of hand, 
but to believe in the promise which He gave them of making 
His Flesh to be meat indeed, His Blood drink indeed. Nay, 
He expresses Himself in the future tense when He speaks of 
the Sacrament, as of “Bread, which the Son of Man shall ver. 27. 
give:’” and says, “The Bread which I shall give is My 
Flesh.” This is a demonstration that He did not speak of 
eating His Flesh, as of a thing to be done out of hand. The 
rest is answered, in what I have said to the sixth paragraph. 


EIGHTH PARAGRAPH. 


‘Nor could they understand Him in such a sense, when 
His Death, which this [Sacrament] was to represent, was 


Matt. xvi. 


1, 
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not then manifested even to His Apostles; but we find them 
after this startled, and offended at the mention of it. For 
they, as well as other of the Jews, were a long time before 
they could be cured of their fond opinion, that their Messiah 
was to be a temporal prince.’ 


ANSWER. 


As they could believe His Death yet to come, so they 
could believe His Sacrament, though not yet instituted; and 
this was all that Christ now required of them. I desire you 
to compare this paragraph with paragraph 3. 


NINTH PARAGRAPH. 


‘As to your laying so great a stress upon the necessity of 
understanding the same phrase (used but twice by our 
Saviour) in the same sense; it may be answered, that our 
Saviour might speak with allusion to the Sacrament, though 
not directly of it.’ 


ANSWER. 


To speak in allusion to a thing utterly unknown before, 
is a figure of speech not to be met with in any book of 
rhetoric. I can at present remember nothing like to it, 
except it be proving or illustrating a thing unknown by a 
thing less known. But what is the thing of which He in- 
tended to speak, when He speaks in allusion to the Sacra- 
ment? Your answer must be according to your opinion here 
laid down, that He either speaks of Himself, as a person 
sent from God, or as a person that was to suffer death. But 
I should rather choose to say, that the Sacrament was an 
allusion to Christ’s Person, especially as put to death, than 
that His Person, particularly as crucified, was an allusion to 
the Sacrament; which is what you here seem to say. 


TENTH PARAGRAPH, 


‘And so eating of His Flesh, and drinking of His Blood 
may signify the same here as in the Sacrament, excepting 
only the oral manducation, which the context will by no 
means bear.’ 
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ANSWER. 


This is, in effect, to confess that this phrase is used in two 
senses, and in next paragraph you expressly own it. 


ELEVENTH PARAGRAPH. 


‘But after all, the words of institution, and the words of 
St. John seem to me not to be the same phrases. One men- 
tions a proper subject of oral manducation, and expressly 
requires it, the other does neither. One may be understood 
of eating and drinking literally, the other cannot.’ 


ANSWER. 


How far you have proved that the Bread or Flesh in St. 
John is not capable of oral manducation, I must leave to 
your own reflection. You allow that to “eat Christ’s Flesh,” 
and to “eat His Body” are two several phrases, and mean 
two different things; therefore I have no more to say, but 
that you have laid yourself open to the consequences of this 
opinion, which have sufficiently, I think, been shewed in my 
Discourse on this context, and toward the latter end of it. 
Pray, why is not Christ’s ‘ Flesh’ as capable of oral mandu- 
cation as His ‘Body?’ If Christ’s Body signifies not His 
natural but Sacramental Body, why may not and ought not 


His Flesh to denote, not His natural, but Sacramental 
Flesh ? 


END OF VOL, I, 


OXFORD: PRINTED BY I, SHRIMPTON, 
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APPENDIX. 


S. Cremens Romanus floruit A.D. 65. 
Ed. Hefele, 1842. 


(a) Epist. ad Corinth. cap. 35, 36. Be aivécews So€dce: pe, Kat 
éxet 600s nv SeiEw ait@ 1d Garnpioy Tod Ocov.” Avry 7 dds, dyarnTol, 
év 7} eUpopev Td owTHptoy Nuar, "Incodv Xpiordy, Tov Apxtepea TOV gage 
popay nuav. 

(b) Lbid. cap. 40, 41. Mayra rager roveiv dpeiAoper, 60a 6 Aeondrns 
emireheiv ekéAevoev KaTa Katpovs TeTaypevous. Tds te mpooopas kal et- 
Toupyias emiredcioOat, Kai ovK elkn i aGrdxtws éxédevoev yiverOat, GAN 
@pirpévors Katpois kai Spats. lod re kai dia rivwv emreheioOa Oder, 
Abros @picev TH prey Airod BovAnoe, wv éciws mdvta Ta yevopeva 
ev evdonnet evmpdadexra ein TH OcAnpate Adrovd. Of ody rois mpooretay- 
Hevots Katpois ToLovvTes Tas Mpooopas aire evmpdadekrol Te kal pakaptot’ 
Tois yap vopipots Tov Aeondrov dkoAovOodrres ov Stapaptdvovew. Te yap 
*Apxtepet iSiar Aecroupyiat SeSopévar eioiv, kal rots ‘Iepevoww idtos 6 tér0s 
mpooreraxrat, kat Aevirats idiat Siaxoviat érixewrat’ 6 Aaixds avOpwros 
Tois Aaixois mpoordypacr Séderar. “Exacros tpuav, AdedAdol, ev to idio 
Taypate edyaptoreitw Oeg. ev ayabh ovverdnoe brdpxoy, py wapekBaiver 
Tov @piapéevoy THs Aetroupylas abrov Kavdva, év cepvdtntt. Ov maytaxoi, 
"AdeAhol, mpoohéepovrat Ouciar evdedextopod, 7 edxav, n Tept duaprias, Kai 
TAnppedias, GAN’ # ev ‘Iepovcadnp pdvy’ Kaket Se ovK ev wdvtt tén@ TpoT- 
éperat, Grd’ ‘eumpoobev rod vaod mpds rd Ovovacrnpiov, popookonnbev 
rd mpoodepdpevoy Sia Tov ’Apxtepews kai Tav mpoetpnuevav Aetroupyav. 
Oi ody mapa 7d KaOjKov ths BovAncews adtod mowodyrés Tt, Odvatoy Td 
mpdotimov €xovor. 

(c) Ibid. cap. 44. ‘Apapria yap od puxpd jyiv éora, edy rods dpéur- 
ras Kat dois mpocevéykorras Ta Sapa tis "EnioKomijs droBddoper, 


S. Ienativus floruit A.D. 101. 


> 4 


(a) Epist. ad Ephes. cap. 5. Mndeis mravdoOw" eav pn tis 7 évros 
Tov Ouguaornpiov, varepetrat Tod Gptov Tov Geod. 

(b) Tbid. cap. 20. “Ore of Kar’ dv8pa Kowy mavres ev xdpite && dvd- 
paros cvyrptxeode ev "Incod Xprorg—els 1d dmaxovew tpas tH "Emioxér@ 
kai r@ TpeoBurepio dmeptondore diavola, va diprov khavres, és €or pap- 


paxoy d@avaclas, dvridoros Tod pi) droOaveiv, adda Civ év "Inood Xpor@ 


dia ravtds. 
(c) Epist. ad Magnesios, cap, 1. “Awe ras "Exkdyoias, év als €varw 
eByouat capkds Kai mvevpartos "Ingod Xpiorovs 
a 
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(d) Ibid. cap. 7. Tldvres ovy ws cis eva vady auvépxerbe OGeod, os 
»>rvr 4 , ‘ »V\ oY» hs > 
€mi Ev Ovotactnpiov, ws emt Eva ‘Ingovy Xpiordv. 

(e) Epist. ad Trallian. cap. 7. ‘O évrds Ovovaornpiov dv Kabapéds 
€oTw. 

(f) Epist. ad Roman. cap. 7. Odx #Soua rpopy POopas, ovde ndovais 
tov Biov tovrov' aptrov Geod Oédw, bs eats capE "Incod Xpiorovd tov &k 
onéppatos AaBid" kai mépua Ccod OédAw Td Aiva Adtod, 6 éotw Ayam 
a 
apéapros. . 

(g) Epist. ad Philadelphen, cap. 4. Smovdafere ody pia Edyaptoria 

“ ” ’ ‘ ‘ “ , C.-T a a ea , 
xpnoba’ pia yap capé trod Kupiov jyav "Incod Xpiotov, Kal év mwornptov 
eis Evwow Tov aipatos Av’rod, év Ovotacrnpiov, as eis Emioxotos, Gua TO 
mpeaBurepio, kal Stakdvots, Tois cuvSovdots pod. 

(h) Epist. ad Smyrn. cap. 7. Evxapiotias kal mpooevxns amexovrat, 
dua 7d py Gpodroyeiv, Thy Evxyapiotiay adpka eivar Tod Swrhpos jay “Incov 
Xpiorod, thy tmép dpaptiay hyav mabovuay, iy xpynaotdrnte 6 Tarp 
a» ¢€ > > 7 a ~ ~ “~ ~ > , é 
ifyetpev. Oi ovv avtidéyovtes tH SwpeG Tod Oeod, cufnrodvres amobyncKov- 
aw. Suvéheper 8€ adrois dyaray, tva kal dvacraow. 

(i) Ibid. cap. 8. "Exeivy BeBaia Edyapiotia jyeicOw, 9 tad Tov ’Eni- 

2 aA @H ys > , 
akotroy ovca, 7 @ ay autos emitpée Wn. 


S. Justrnus Martyr. floruit A.D, 140. 
Edit. Parisiis, A.D. 1742. 
(a) Apologia prima, pp, 82-3. quondam secunda dicta, cap. 65, 


a“ a rt na oS 
66. Tpoodépera ro mpoeotate trav "AdeAPGv aptos, kal mornpiov Vdaros, 
> a“ ae 
kat kpdparos, kal ovtos AaBav, aivoy Kat ddfav rH Tlarpi trav dav dia 
a > £ at A x ~ , ae , > id . + > 
TOU ovopatros TOU Ytov, Kat Tou IIvevparos rou Ayiov, avameumet” kat Evya- 
piotiay tmép tod KatnEi@oacOa tovtwy map’ avtov emt modv Toveirat’ ob 
guvTeAéoartos Tas evxas, Kal THY Edyapioriay, mas 6 map@y ads emevoy- 
pet Aéyov, "Aujv.—Evyxaptorncavtos b€ rod Ipoecta@tos, Kat emevpnunoay= 
Tos TavTds TOU Aaod, of KaAovpevor trap’ Huav Sidkovot, Siddaow ExdoT@ Tov 
’ a b SED, col ? , » Q * are 

mapovrey petadaBeiy amd tov EvyapiarnOevros aprov Kali owwov, kat vda- 
‘ a > a 3 s ‘ , ef 1 ¢ n > 

-Tos, Kal Tois ov mapovow amodéepovaw" Kai n Tpod? avTn Kadeirat map 
jpav Evxaptotia, fs ovdert GAd@ peracxeiv e&dv €otw, 7 TH murrevovTe 

> A 3 4 , ae ee ee! ‘ 4 4 ee > , 
adnbn eivat ta Sedidaypéva Oh’ Nuay, Kat Aovoapevm TO Umep ahecews 
€ ~ \ ° > , A hd , ¢ 4 
duapriay kal eis dvayévynow ovrpoy, Kal ovTws Biwcartt, ws Xpioros 
mapéSwxev* ov yap ws Kotvoy aproy, ovdé Kowov méua, TavTa hayBdvopev* 
GAN dv rpdmoy 81a Aéyou Oeod capKorroinbeis *Invovs Xpiotés, 6 Sarnp 
caw Y , ‘ e e~ A , cia ” e 4 x ‘ > 
jpav, kat odpka Kal aia brép catnpias jay Erxev® ovTws Kal thy Ot 
evxis Adyouv Tod map’ avrod evxaptorncicay tpodpny, €& hs odpkes Kal 
J Y A A cin : , Se , ? wa 
aia kata petaBornv tpépoytat judy, exeivov Tod wapkomoimOertos ‘Incov 
= , > cal 

kat odpka kal aiva €didaxOnpev civar, Oi yap ’Amdarodot ev Tois ywvope- 
~ , a ne o : if 

vows am aitay dropynpovetpacw, & kadeirat EvayyéAta, ovras mapedwKay 
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— as -~ ‘ ed ~ 
evreradbat avtois Tov “Incovy, AaBdvra aprov, evyaptoTnoayta eimeiv, ToUTO 


‘qoteire eis THY avdpynolv pov. TovréoTt TO SHud pov’ Kal rd mornpioy 


Gpolws AaBdvra, Kal evyapiotncavra elreiy, TovTd eott Td aid pov, Kal 
povos adrois peradodvat. 
. c a 

(b) Dialog. cum Tryphone, p. 137. ‘H ris cepdddews mpoogopa 7 
«£ n A " 
brép trav KabapiCopevay amd ths empas mpoopéeper Oat mapadobeioa, Turos 

~ »W “ bd ’ a . > - s , > ~ 4 
hv Tod Gprov THs Evxaptotias, by eis avduynow Tov maOous "Incots Xpioros 
Kuptos qpav mapedoxe trotety. 

a > lal a ~ 
(c) Mow post. Tlepi rav &v ravtt tor i’ nav rev &bvdv mpoode- 
, > ~ Lad Led , “a EA a“ > , 4 ”“ 
popevoy aire (Ged) Ovotav, rovréate Tov aprov Tis ne. eyed, kal Tov 
ToTnpiov dpoiws Tis Evxaptorias, mpodéyet Tére eimo@y, kal TO dvopa avtod 
doédtew nyas. Indicat Malach, cap. i. 10, 11. 

(d) Ibid. pp. 168-9. *Ev ratty rz mpopnreia (viz. Isai. xxxiii. 16.) 
mept Tov aprou dy mapedaxev Hiv 6 Huerepos Xptoros oteiv eis avdpynow 
a , 4 \ , > te | en ‘ 5! 
Tov Te Coparoromncagbat Sia Tovs mioTevovras eis Adrov, d¢ ods Kal raOnros 

cal a a a 
yéeyove’ kal mept Tod mrornpiov, 6 els dvduynow Tod atyatos Avtod trapédaxev 
evyaptoroovras movety, paiverat. 

(e) Ibid. pp. 209-10. TMavras ob, of da rod dvdpartos rovrov bucias ®* ds 

4 ? “ ¢ ‘ , , 7 8 ay > , a 
mapeéOwxev “Inoois 6 Xptords yiverOat, touvreoti emt ty Evxapiotia tod 
aprov kat tov mornpiov, Tas év mayTe Tém@ Ths ys ylvopévas bd Tov 

~ 4 e ‘ ”~ > 4 e , > me A ‘4 
Xptotiavav, mpohkaBav 6 Geds, paptupel evapéotovs Umdpxew Aite” ras dé 
c , eh “~ 4 > , c ro a“ > , 4 > , , 4 
id’ tpar, kat dv éxeivoy bya Trav "lepewy ywopévas amravaiverat, héyor, kal 
‘ , ¢ a > , ’ “ ~ ¢ a» , > % > ~ 
tas Ovoias buoy od mpoade£opat ek Tav xetpov dpav’ Sidrt amd dvatodns 
NAtov €ws Svopar, rd dvopd Mov SeddEaorat, Aéyet, ev Tois COveorw. dpeis 
S€ BeBnrotre adrd Kai péxpt viv Pidoveckovyres Néyere, OTe Tas pev ev 
id 4 7m a > = , ° , > el , , 2 
Iepovcadip eri Tay éket Tore olkovyT@y "IopanX\tTa@v Kadovpever, Ovoias od 
mpoodéexerat 6 Geds, Tas dé dia trav ev tH Siaoropa rére 5) dvTwy ard Tov 
& 
yévous ékeivov avOporav evyas mpogierOat Aditov eipnxévat, Kat Tas edxas 
avtav Ovoias Kadelv. “Ore péev ody Kal edyal, Kal edyapioriat bro Tay 
.er ’ f , 2+ art. - a , Yi Le 
agioy ywopevat, TéAevat pdvat, Kal evdpectoi cio TG Ce@ Ouvoiat, Kat adrds 
nue’ tadra yap pdova Kal Xpioriavol mapédaBov roreiv, Kal ér dvapynces 
a a x A a \ n~ > 2 ‘ a 16 c , 6 
THs tTpopns av’tay, Enpas te, kai bypas, €v y Kal tov maOovs 6 mémovOe— 
peurnrat. 
S. Irenavus floruit A.D. 167. 


Ed. Paris, 1710. 


(a) Lib. i. cap, 13. p. 60. Tornpta otv@ kexpapeva mpooroiovpevos 
> Lal ‘ + | 4 > , , a > , , 
evxaptoreiy, Kal emi mdéov exreivov Tov Adyov Tis emiKANTEWs, TopPupEa 
“o> ‘ea , ~ £ - ‘ Ya SPR ee + , 
kai épvOpa avaaiverOat rroset’ ws Soxeiv Thy awd Tay bmép Ta OAa Xaptv 
rd aipa TO éavtis orate ev TO ekelvm mornpie, dia THs emKANTEws avdTod, 


* It is evident that mpoupepovTas, or some such word, is here wanting, or 
else for wavras we must read mdoas, 


4 APPENDIX. 


kat trepipeipecOat tovs mapdrytas e& éxeivov yevoarOar Tod méoparos, wa Kal 
eis abtovs émopSpnon 7 dia Tod pdyou TovTov Kadoupery xapts. 

(b) Lib. iv. cap. 8. p. 237. Sacerdotes autem sunt omnes Domini 
Apostoli, qui neque agros, neque domos hereditant hic, sed semper 
altari et Deo serviunt, de quibus, et Moyses in Deuteronomio, in 
Benedictione Levi: Qui dicit patri suo, et matri sue: non novi te ; 
et fratres suos non agnovit. 

(c) Lib. iv. cap. 17. p. 247. Quoniam autem non indigens Deus 
servitute eorum, sed propter ipsos quasdam observantias in Lege 
preceperit, plenissime Prophete indicant. Et rursus quoniam non 
indiget Deus oblatione hominum, sed propter ipsum qui offerat homi- 
nem, manifeste Dominus docuit—si quando enim negligentes eos 
justitiam, et abstinentes a dilectione Dei videbat, per sacrificia autem 
et reliquas typicas observantias putantes propitiari Deum, dicebat tis 
Samuel quidem sic, Non vult Deus Holocausta, &c. Then he cites 
Psalm xl. 1; Isaiah i. 11, 16—18, and many other places, and then 
proceeds, Ex quibus omnibus manifestum est, quia non sacrificia et 
holocaustomata querebat ab iis Deus, sed fidem, et obedientiam, et 
justitiam propter illorum salutem : then he cites Hos. vi. 6, et Do- 
minus noster quidem eadem monebat eos, dicens, si enim cognovis- 
setis, quid est: Misericordiam volo, et non sacrificium ; nunquam con- 
demnassetis innocentes. Testimonium quidem reddens (Christus) 
prophetis, quoniam veritatem predicabant; illos autem arguens sua 
culpa insipientes. Sed et suis discipulis dans consilium, primitias 
Deo offerre ex suis creaturis, non quasi indigenti, sed ut ipsi nec in- 
fructuosi, nec ingrati sint, eum qui ex creatura est panis, accepit, et 
gratias egit, dicens, Hoc est corpus meum. Et calicem similiter, qui 
est ex ea creatura, quze est secundum nos, suum sanguinem con- 
fessus est, et Novi Testamenti novam’ docuit oblationem, quam 
Ecclesia ab Apostolis accipiens, in universo mundo offert Deo, Ei qui 
alimenta nobis prestat, primitias suorum munerum in Novo Testa- 
mento, de quo in duodecim Prophetis Malachias sic preesignificavit ; 
he cites Malachi, i. 10, 11. and adds, manifestissime significans per 
hec, quoniam prior quidem populus cessabit offerre Deo, omni autem 
loco sacrificium offeretur Ei, et hoc Eager Nomen autem ejus glori- 
jicatur in Gentibus. 

(d) Lib, iv. cap. 17. p. 249. Rueatins. ergo nomen Filii proprium 
Patris est, et Deo Omnipotenti per Jesum Christum offert Eccle- 
sia, bene ait secundum utraque, et in omni loco incensum offeretur No- 
mini meo. Incensum autem Joannes in Apocalypsi orationes, ait, esse 
sanctorum, 

(e) Lib. iv. cap. 18. p. 250. Igitur Ecclesie oblatio, quam Do- 
minus docuit offerri in universo mundo, purum sacrificium reputatum 
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est apud Deum, et-acceptum est Ei; non quod indigeat a nobis sacri- 
 ficium, sed quoniam is qui offert glorificatur ipse in eo quod offert, si 
acceptetur mynus ejus. Per munus enim erga regem, et honos et 
affectio ostenditur: quod in omni simplicitate et innocentia Dominus 
volens nos offerre, preedicavit dicens, Cum zgitur offers munus tuum ad 
altare, &c. he recites Matt. v. 23, 24. and then goes on; offerre igitur 
oportet Deo primitias Ejus creaturee—et non genus oblationum re- 
probatum est, oblationes enim et illic, oblationes autem et hic: sacri- 
ficia in populo, sacrificia et in ecclesia, sed species immutata est 
tantum, quippe cum jam non a servis, sed a filiis offerantur.—ab 
initio enim respexit Deus ad munera Abel, quoniam cum simplicitate 
et justitia offerebat; super sacrifictum autem Cain non respexit, 
quoniam cum zelo et malitia que erat adversus fratrem divisionem 
habebat in corde. 

(f) Ibid. Igitur non sacrificia sanctificant hominem, non enim in- 

diget sacrificio Deus; sed conscientia ejus qui offert sanctificat 
sacrificilum pura existens, et prestat acceptare Deum quasi ab amico 
—Quoniam igitur cum simplicitate offert Ecclesia, juste munus ejus 
purum sacrificium apud Deum deputatum est, quemadmodum et 
Paulus Philippensibus ait, (he cites Phil. iv. 18.) Oportet enim nos 
oblationem Deo facere, et in omnibus gratos inveniri fabricatori 
Deo, in sententia pura, et fide sine hypocrisi, in spe firma, in dilec- 
tione ferventi, primitias earum, quze sunt Ejus, creaturarum offerentes. 
Hance oblationem Ecclesia sola puram offert fabricatori, offerens Ei 
cum gratiarum actione ex creatura Ejus. Judzi autem jam non 
offerunt: manus enim eorum sanguine plene sunt: non enim rece- 
perunt Verbum per quod offertur Deo; sed neque omnes Heereti- 
coram Synagoge. Alii enim alterum preter fabricatorem dicentes 
Patrem, ideo quz secundum nos, creature sunt, offerentes Ei, cupi- 
dum alieni ostendunt Eum. 
_ Quomodo autem constabit eis, eum panem in quo gratiz acte sint 
corpus esse Domini sui, et calicem sanguinis Ejus, si non ipsum 
fabricatoris mundi Filium dicant, id est, Verbum Ejus, per quod 
lignum fructificat, &c, 

Quomodo autem rursus dicunt carnem, &c. Gr. Ids ryv odpka dé- 
youow cis POopay xwpeiv, Kai pi) peTéxew Tis Cais, THY amd TOU TapaTos 
rod Kupiov, kal aiparos Abrod rpehoperny; if Thy yvopuny addafatwoar, i) 
ro mpoohépew ta elpnuéva mapareicbwcay® judv oippovos ) yvaun 
rh Etxapioria, Kat 7) Evxyaptoria BeBacot thy yvopny (nostram, addit 
Interpres) mpooépopev S€ AitrG ra tia—as yap awd ys dpros mpoo- 
AapBavdpevos thy emikAnow Tod Oeod, odKére Kowds Gptos eat, adr 
Edyapiotia ex d00 mpaypdrov ovveotnkvia, émtyeiov Te, Kal ovpaviov® 


Md ‘ ‘ , , > ’ ‘ > 
ovr@s Kat Ta Gapata nuav petadauBavorvta Evyapiotias pert ewat 
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pbapra thy édmida tis els aidvas dvaoracews fxyovra,—Offerimus autem 
Ei, non quasi indigenti, sed gratias agentes Dominationi Ejus, 
et sanctificantes creaturam : quemadmodum enim Deus non indiget 
eorum quz a nobis sunt,.sic nos indigemus offerre aliquid Deo— 
Sicut igitur non his indigens, attamen a nobis propter nos fieri vult, 
ne simus infructuosi; ita id ipsum Verbum dedit populo preceptum 
faciendarum oblationum, quamvis non indigeret eis, ut discerent Deo 
servire ; sic et ideo nos offerre vult munus ad altare frequenter, sine 
intermissione. Est ergo altare in ccelis (illuc enim preces nostre, 
et oblationes nostre diriguntur) et templum, quemadmodum Joannes 
in Apocalypsi ait, (he cites, Rev. xxi. 3.) 

(f) Lib. iv. cap. 33. p. 270. Quomodo autem juste Dominus, si 
alterius Patris existit, hujus conditionis, que est secundum nos, 
accipiens panem, suum corpus esse confitebatur, et temperamentum 
calicis suum sanguinem confirmavit ? 

(g) Lib. v. cap. 2. Vani autem omni modo, qui universam dispo- 
sitionem Dei contemnunt, et carnis salutem negant, et regenera- 
tionem ejus spernunt, dicentes, non eam capacem esse incorruptibili- 
tatis: si autem non salvetur hec, videlicet, nec Dominus sanguine 
suo redemit nos, neque .calix Eucharistiz communicatio sanguinis 
Ejus est, neque panis, quem frangimus, communicatio corporis Ejus 
est. 

MéAn avtod éeopev, kai dia ths Kricews tpepdoueba, thy Sé Krigw Hiv 
Abrés mapéxet—rd dd ris kricews tmorhpioy aipa idtov dpoddynoe, €& 
ob TO Nperepov Sever aia, kal Tov amd Tis KTicews aprov iiov capa die- 
BeBatwoaro, ad’ ob ra jperepa av&et copata. ‘Ordre ody kal Td Kexpapevoy 
moTnptov, Kat 6 yeyov@s apros émidéxeTrat Tov Adyov Tov Oeod, Kal yiverat 
9 Evyaptoria capa Xpiotod, ék totrwv S€ afer, Kal ovviorara 4 THs 
gapkis Hpav brdoracts* mas Sexrixny pi elvat A€yovot THY odpkKa THs 
Swpeas ToD Ocod, Fris eoti (on aldvos, Thy dws Tov Toparos Kal aiparos 
tod Kupiov tpepopevny, kal pédos Adtod bmdpxyovcay'—kai dyvmep Tpdmov 
To EvAov THs apmédov Krier eis THY yhv TO idim Katp@ exapmoédpyoe, kat 
6 KOKKos Tod aiTov mecay eis THY ynv, Kal SiadvOels, moAAoTTOs eyepOn Sia 
Tov Ilvéuparos rov Oecov, emetra dé dia tHs copias Tod Ceod eis xpnow 
€Odvra avOparey, kai mpooAapBavdpeva tov Aéyov TOU Ceod Evxaptoria 
yiverat, Omep éott oGpa Kat aiua tov Xpiorov’ ovrws Kal Ta Huerepa 
capata e& avtns tpepopeva, Kat TeOevra eis thy ynv, Kai SiadvOevta ev 
avTh dvactnoerat ev TH idio Katpa, Tow Adyou Tod Geod TH eyepow a avrois 


xapiCopévov eis ddgav Ocod Kul Iarpds. 
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Cremens ALEXANDRINUS floruit A.D. 192, 
Ed. Oxon. 1715. 


(a) Pedagog. lib. i. cap. 6. p. 123. ‘O Adyos ra mdvra ro rnTIe, 
kal mathp, kat pnrnp, kal madaywyds, kal tpopeds. PdyeaOe pov, pyot, 
THY adpka, kai rieoOe pod TO aiva. [évapyes tis wioTews, Kal THs émayye- 
Alas rb métiynov adAnyopav”] dmodicarba jHpiv thy madara Kal capKiKny 
eykeeverat POopdy, Somep Kat tHv madaay trpopiy’ Kawhs dé GdAns Tod 
Xpiorot Siairns peradapBavovras, ékeivoy, et Svvatov, avadkapBavorras, év 
éautois arorideaOa, Kal tov Swrhpa evorepviter Oa. 

(b) Jbid. lib. ii. cap. 2. p.177. Aurrdv 5é 16 afua rod Kupiov’ rd 
pev ydp €or abrod capkixdy, @ THs POopis AehuTpopeOa’ 1d Se, mvevpa- 
TiKOY, TOUTeaTLV @ Kexpiopeba" Kal TovTeoTL Meiv Td alua Tod "Ingod, Tis 
Kuptakns petadapBdvew apOapaias’ icyds dé rod Adyou Td mvedpa, ws aiva 
Gapkos’ davaddyas roivuy kipvarat 6 pev oivos To VOaTt, TH bé dvOpore@ Td 
mvevpa. Kal TO pev eis mriotw (lege méaw) edwxet Td Kpdpa, Td S¢é els 
ap@apciav ddnyet rd mvedpa’ n dé dpdoiv atOis Kpaots, Tworod Te Kal 
Adyou, Edyaptoria KéxAnrat, xdpis ématvoupévyn kat Kady’ fs of Kata Tiotw 
petadapBavortes, dytafovra kal capa Kal Wyn. 

(c) Ibid. p. 186. Ed ydp tore, petéAaBev olvov Kai Adros (Xpiords)’ 
Kat yap avOp@mos kai Adros kai ed’Adynoey ye Tov oivor, eimav, AaBere, 
miete, TovTd Mov eoti To aia, aia tis dymédov' Tov Adyor Tov Tepl 
mohay ekxedpevor eis Aheow dpaptiay, edppoavyns aytov GdAnyopet vaya. 

(d) Stromat, lib. i. p. 343. “Aprov AaBav (Xpioris) mpdrov éda- 
Anoe, kai ebyapiornoev’ eita KAdoas Tov dprov mpoeOnkev, va 87 payouer 
Aoytka@s. 

(e) Ibid. lib. iv. p. 637, Medryuoedex, Baoideds Sarpy, 6 iepeds Tod 
Geov Tod iwiorou 6 rdv oivoy Kal Tov aprov, THY Hyracperny dSidovs Tpopyy, 
eis TUrov Evyapiorias. 

(f) Ibid. lib. vii. p. 848. Kat ydp éorw 4 Ovoia ris ’ExkAnoias, 
Adyos amd Tév dyiwv uydv dvabvpimpevos, ekkahumToperns Gua Tis 
Ovoias, kai rijs Siavoias drdons 7h Oc. 

(g) In Quis Dives salvetur, p, 956. Kai pédAd\ov orévderOa, Kai 
Avrpov ‘Eavréy émididovs, kawny nuiv AcaOnkny Karadtraver. 


TERTULLIANUS floruit A.D. 192, 
Ed, Paris. 1664. 


(a) Apologet. cap. 39. p. 31. Modicam unusquisque stipem men- 
strua die, vel cum velit, et si modo velit, et si modo possit, apponit, 
nam nemo compellitur, sed sponte confert. Heec quasi deposita 
pietatis sunt, | 3 | 

(b) De Spectaculis, xxv. p. 83. Quale est ex ore, quo Amen in 
Sanctum protuleris, gladiatori testimonium reddere ? 


b [The words inclosed in brackets are found in Heinsius’ edition. ] 


8 ‘APPENDIX. 


(c) De Corona Militis, cap. 3. p. 102. Oblationes pro defunctis, 
pro natalitiis annua die facimus. - 

(d) De Exhortatione Castitatis, cap. 11, p. 523. Pro cujus spiritu 
postulas, pro qua oblationes reddis—et offeres pro duabus? et com- 
mendabis illas duas per sacerdotem ? 

(e) De Cultu Feminarum, lib. ii. cap. 11. p. 159. Vobis autem 
(mulieribus) nulla procedendi causa non tetrica; aut imbecillus aliqui 
e fratribus visitandus; aut sacrificium offertur, aut Dei sermo admi- 
nistratur. 

(f) De velandis Virginibus, cap. 9. p. 17 8. Non permittitur mu- 
lieri in Ecclesia loqui, sed nec docere, nec tinguere, nec offerre, neque 
ullius virilis muneris, nedum sacerdotalis officii sortem sibi vindicare. 

(g) De Oratione, cap. 6. p. 181. Quam eleganter divina sapientia 
ordinem orationis instruxit, ut post ccelestia, id est, post Dei nomen, 
Dei voluntatem, et Dei regnum, terrenis quoque necessitatibus peti- 
tioni locum faceret ?—Quanquam panem nostrum quotidianum da nobis 
hodie, spiritaliter potius intelligamus. Christus enim panis noster 
est—tum quod et corpus Ejus in pane censetur, hoc est corpus meum, 
Itaque petendo panem quotidianum, perpetuitatem postulamus in 
Christo, et individuitatem a corpore Ejus. 

(h) Ibid. cap. 10. p. 183. Ne prius ascendamus ad Dei altare, 
quam si quid discordize vel offense cum fratribus contraxerimus, resol- 
vamus. 

(i) Ibid. cap. 14. p. 135. Stationum diebus, non putant plerique 
sacrificiorum orationibus interveniendum, quod statio solvenda sit 
accepto corpore Domini: ergo devotum Deo obsequium Encharistia 
resolvit ? an magis Deo obligat? Nonne solennior erit statio tua, si 
ad aram Dei steteris? Accepto corpore Domini, et reservato, utrum- 
que salvum est, et participatio sacrificii, et executio officii. 

(k) De Patientia, cap..12. p. 147. Nemo convulsus animum in 
fratrem suum, munus apud altare perficiet, nisi prius reconciliando 
fratri reversus ad patientiam fuerit. 

(1) Adversus. Jude@os, cap. 5. p. 187. Sacrificia terrenarum obla- 
tionum, et spiritualium sacrificiorum preedicta ostendimus. Et qui- 
dem a primordio majoris filii, id est Israel, terrena fuisse in Cain 
preostensa sacrificia: et minoris filii Abel, id est, populi nostri, sacri- 
ficia diversa monstrata; namque major natu Cain de fructu terre — 
obtulit munera Deo; minor vero filius Abel de fructu ovium suarum. » 
Respexit Deus in Abel‘et in munera ejus; in Cain autem et in mu- 
nera ejus non respexit.—Ex hoc igitur duplicia duorum populorum 
sacrificia preeostensa jam tunc a primordio animadvertimus. : 

(m) De Resurrectione Carnis, cap. 8. p. 330. Caro abluitur, ut 
anima emaculetur; caro ungitur, ut anima consecretur; caro signa- 
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tur, ut et anima muniatur; caro manus impositione adumbratur, ut 
et anima spiritu illuminetur; caro corpore et sanguine Christi ves- 
citur, ut et anima de Deo saginetur, Non possunt ergo separari in 
mercede, quas opera conjungit. 

(n) Adversus Marcion. lib. i. cap. 14. p. 372. Usque nunc nec 
aquam reprobavit Creatoris, qua suos abluit; nec oleum, quo suos 
ungit ; nec mellis et lactis societatem, qua suos infantat; nec panem, 
quo ipsum corpus suum representat; etiam in sacramentis propriis 
egens mendicitatibus Creatoris. . 

(0) {bid. lib. iv. c. 40. p. 457-8. Acceptum panem et distributum 
discipulis, corpus illum suum fecit, hoc est, Corpus Meum dicendo, 
id est, figura Corporis Mei. . 

(p) Ibid. He cites Genesis xlix. 11. Lavabit in vino stolam suam 
—ita et nunc sanguinem suum in vino consecravit, qui tunc vinum 
in sanguine figuravit. | 

(q) Ad Scapulam, cap. 2. p. 69. Sacrificamus pro- salute impera- 
toris sed Deo nostro et ipsius, sed quo modo precepit Deus, pura 
prece. Non enim eget Deus, conditor universitatis, odoris aut 
sanguinis alicujus. 

(x) De Prescriptione, cap. 40. p. 216. Qui (diabolus) ipsas quo- 
que res sacramentorum divinorum, idolorum mysteriis emulatur. 
Tinguit et ipse quosdam, utique credentes, et fideles suos: exposi- 
tionem peccatorum de lavacro repromittit ; et si adhuc memini, Mi- 
thra signat illic in fronte milites suos ; celebrat et panis oblationem. 


Ammonius ALEXANDRINUS floruit A.D. 220. 
Apud Catenam PP. Grecorum, Ed. Corderio, Pp 89, in Joan, iii. 5. 


(a) To ala@nrov Sap mpds Ociav dvacrorxevodrar Sivapw, Kal Gyidfer Tos 
év ols dv yéevnra’ 7d Wap emivoia pdvoy Siapopdy exer mpos TO Ivevua, 
émel TaUTOV €oTL TH Evepyeia. 

(b) In Catena in Joan. vi. 64. p. 200. Tvedpa &de xadet rv odpka 
TeTANPopLErNY THS (woTroLov Ilvevjsatos évepyeias. . ay 


Orieenss floruit A.D. 230. Seni 
Ed. Paris. 1733. 


(a) Contra Celsum, lib, viii. cap. 33. tom. i. p. 766. Kedgos pev, 
ds dyvoay Ocdy, ra xapiornpia Aaipoow dmodidérw" pels dé, rH Tod may- 
ros Anuuoupyd evxaptotodrres, kal rovs per’ edyapiotias Kal edxis emt Tots 
Sobciot mpocayopévous aprovs eaMiopev, Taya yevopevous dua THY EevxyY 
dyidy Tt, Kal dydtoy tors peO byiods mpobécews aibr@ xpapévovs. "AAG 
dé dmapyas Kédoos pév Aatpoviors dvariBévar Botderar* jpeis dé TO elrovtt, 
Braornodra 4 yh (he cites Gen. i. 11.) “Qu dé ras dapxas arrodiSoper, 

b 
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Tovt@ kal tas edxyas dvaméyropev exortes ’Apxtepéa eb Kparovpev 
Ths dpodoylas, €ws ay Cooper. 

(aa) In Exod. Homil. 13. tom. ii. p. 176. Cum suscipitis corpus 
Domini, cum omni cautela et veneratione servatis, ne ex eo parum 
quid decidat, ne consecrati muneris aliquid dilabatur. 

(b) In Leviticum Homil, 13. tom, ii. p.255. Sed si referantur heec 
ad mysterii magnitudinem, invenies commemorationem istam habere 
ingentis repropitiationis effectum. Si redeas ad illum panem, qui de 


colo descendit, et dat huic mundo vitam; illum panem propositionis, 


quem proposuit Deus propitiationem per fidem in sanguine Ejus; et 
si respicias ad illam commemorationem, de qua dicit Dominus, Hoc 
Sacite inmeam commemorationem ; invenies quod ista est commemoratio 
sola, que propitium facit hominibus Deum. 

(c) In Numeros, Homil. 7. tom. ii. p. 290. Antea in enigmate 
fuit Baptismus in nube, et in mari, nunc autem in specie regeneratio 
est in aqua, et in Spiritu Sancto: tunc in enigmate erat Manna 
cibus; nunc autem in specie caro Verbi Dei est verus cibus, sicut et 
Ipse dixit, quia Caro mea est vere cibus, et sanguis meus vere est 
potus. 

(d) Ibid, Homil. 11. tom. ii. p. 303. Deo offerri dicit quod sacer- 
dotibus datur. Et hoc est quod docemur ex lege, quia nemo licite 
nec legitime utatur fructibus quos terra produxit—nisi ex singulis 
quibusque Deo primitie, id est, sacerdotibus offerantur; hance ergo 
legem observari etiam secundum literam, sicut et alia nonnulla, 
necessarium puto. 

(e) Ibid. p. 305. Decet, et utile est etiam sacerdotibus Evangelii 
offerri primitias: ita enim et Dominus disposuit, ut qui Evangelium 
annunciant de Evangelio vivant, et qui altari deserviunt, de altari 
participent. Et sicut hoc dignum et decens est, sic e contrario et 
indecens et indignum existimo et impium, ut is qui Deum colit, et 


ingreditur Ecclesiam Dei, qui scit sacerdotes et ministros adsistere 


altari—de fructibus terree quos dat Deus, non offerat primitias sacer- 
dotibus. , 
(f) In Mattheum, tom, iii. p. 498. Od 7d eioepysuevor els 7d ordpa 


dytdger Tov &vOpwrov, kav ims rev dkepatotépwy vopitnrat dyidfew 6 dvopi~— 


a(dpevos Gpros tov Kupiov. | 

p. 499. Td dyaspevoy BpdSya xara rh émvyevopévny abra edxiy abre, 
Kata Thy dvadoyiay tis miarews, dpédipov yasesed kal THs Tov vod atriov 
Siahdpews—xai ody 7 UAn rod dprov, ddd’ 6 éx’ aire cipnuévos Abyas 
eotiy 6 apeddy tov pi dvakias rod Kupiov écbiovra adrév. 

(g) Apud Bulenger. contra Casaubon. Diatribe iii, p. 177. Ed. 
Lugdun. 1617. Kai yap 6 rod dprov peréxor, rod Shuaros rod Kupiov 
HetahapBaver’ od yap mpowéxoney TH hice: Trav aicbnray mpoKerpevav, GAN’ 





eS ee 
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Sak. 4 -~ nn ~ 

avayopev THY Wuxiy dia TigTews ent Td TOD Adyou SGpa* ov yap eine, TovTO 
(= , ~ “~ -~ 

eort Tv BodAov, adda TodTd €oTt TO SGpa® Setxrixas, iva py vopion tis rumov 
> 

eivat Ta patvdpeva. 


S. Cyprianus floruit A.D. 248. 


Ed. Paris. 1726, 


(a) Testimoniorum adversus Jud@os, lib. i. cap. 16. p. 280. Quod 
sacrificium vetus evacuaretur, et novum celebraretur [legitur] apud 
Malachiam, Non est mihi voluntas circa vos, &c. 

(b) De Unitate Ecclesia, p. 196. In domo una comedetur, non eji- 
cietis de domo carnem foras. Caro Christi, et sanctum Domini ejici 
foras non potest, nec alia ulla credentibus preter unam Ecclesiam 
domus est. | 

(c) Ibid. p. 198. Ad sacrificium cum dissensione venientem revocat 
[Christus] ab altari, et jubet prius concordare cum fratre, tunc cum 
pace redeuntem Deo munus offerre—Quam sibi igitur pacem pro- 
mittunt inimici fratrum se credunt, que sacrificia celebrare emuli 
sacerdotum ? An secum esse Christum, cum collecti fuerint, opinantur, 
qui extra Christi ecclesiam colliguntur ? 

(d) Jbid. p. 200. Hostis altaris, adversus sacrificium Christi 
rebellis—contemptis episcopis, et Dei sacerdotibus derelictis, consti- 
tuere audet aliud altare, precem alteram illicitis vocibus facere, 
Dominice hostiz veritatem per falsa sacrificia profanare. 

(e) De Lapsis, p. 186. A diaboli aris revertentes ad sanctum 
Domini sordidis et infectis nidore manibus accedunt. Mortiferos 
idolorum cibos adhuc pene ructantes, exhalantibus etiam nunc scelus 
suum faucibus et contagia funesta redolentibus, Domini corpus inva- 
dunt. (He cites Levit. vi. 20; xxii. 3. 1-Cor. x. 21; xi. 27.) 
Spretis his omnibus atque contemptis; ante expiata delicta, ante 
exomologesin factam criminis, ante purgatam conscientiam sacrificio 
et manu sacerdotis, ante offensam placatam indignantis Domini et 
minantis, vis infertur corpori Ejus et sanguini, atque plus modo in 
Dominum manibus atque ore delinquunt, quam cum Dominum nega- 
verunt: pacem putant esse, quam quidam yerbis fallacibus venditant. 

(f) Zid. p. 189. Et quidem alius, quia et ipse maculatus sacrificio 
a sacerdote celebrato partem cum ceteris ausus est latenter accipere, 
sanctum Domini edere et contrectare non potuit: cinerem ferre se, 
apertis manibus, invenit. Documento unius ostensum est Dominum 
recedere cum negatur, nee immerentibus ad salutem prodesse quod 
sumitur, quando gratia salutaris in cinerem, sanctitate fugiente, mu- 
tatur. 

(g) De Oratione Dominica, p. 209. Panem nostrum quotidianum da 
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nobis hodie. Quod potest et spiritaliter et simpliciter intelligi—nam 
panis vite Christus est; et panis hic omnium non est, sed noster est ; 
et quo modo dicimus Pater noster, quia intelligentium et credentium 
Pater est, sic et panem nostrum vocamus, quia Christus eorum, qui 
corpus Ejus contingunt, panis est. Hunc autem panem dari nobis 
quotidie postulamus, ne qui in Christo sumus, et Eucharistiam quotidie 
ad cibum salutis accipimus, intercedente aliquo graviore delicto, dum 
abstenti et non communicantes a ceelesti pane prohibemur, a Christi 
corpore separemur, Ipso predicante et monente, Hgo sum panis vite, 
&c., siquis ederit de meo pane, &c. Panis autem quem Ego dedero caro 
mea est pro seculi vita. Quando ergo dicit, in eternum vivere siquis 
ederit de Ejus pane, ut manifestum est eos vivere, qui corpus Kjus 
attingunt et Eucharistiam jure communicationis accipiunt; ita contra 
timendum est, et orandum, ne dum quis abstentus separatur a Christi 
corpore, procul remaneat a salute, comminante Ipso, et dicente; nisz 
ederitis carnem Filiit Hominis, &c. et ideo panem nostrum, id est, 
Christum, dari nobis quotidie petimus, ut qui in Christo manemus, et 
vivimus, a sanctificatione Ejus et corpore non recedamus: potest vero 
et sic intelligi, ut cibum nobis tantum petamus, et victum. 

(h) De Opere et Eleemosynis, p. 242. Locuples et dives es, et 
Dominicum celebrare te credis, que corban omnino non respicis, que 
in Dominicum sine sacrificio venis, que partem de sacrificio quod 
pauper obtulit, sumis ? 

(i) Epistola lxvi. p. 114. Singuli divino sacerdotio honorati et in 
clerico ministerio constituti non nisi altari et sacrificiis deservire, et 
precibus atque orationibus vacare debent. (et pag. proxima.) Epi- 
scopi antecessores nostri (hoc) salubriter providentes censuerunt, ne 
quis frater excedens ad tutelam vel curam clericum nominaret, ac 
siquis hoc fecisset, non offerretur pro eo, nec sacrificlum pro dormi- 
tione ejus celebraretur. 

(kk) Hpist. Ibid. p. 114. Neque enim apud altare Dei meretur 
nominari in sacerdotum prece, qui ab altari sacerdotes et ministros 
voluit avocare. 

(k) Hpist. iv. p. 9.—ita ut presbyteri quoque, qui illic apud con- 
fessores offerunt, singuli cum singulis diaconis per vices alternent ; 
quia et personarum mutatio, et vicissitudo convenientium minuit in- 
vidiam. hates 

(1) Epist. liv. p. 78. Episcopatus nostri honor grandis et gloria est, 
pacem dedisse martyribus, ut sacerdotes, qui sacrificia Dei quotidie 
celebramus, hostias Deo et victimas preeparemus.—ut quos excitamus, 
et hortamur ad prelium, non inermes et nudos relinquamus, sed pro- 


tectione corporis et sanguinis Christi muniamus; et cum ad hoc fiat _ 


Eucharistia, ut possit accipientibus esse tutelan—nam quomodo doce- 


APPENDIX. 13 


mus aut provocamus eos in confessione Nominis sanguinem suum 
fundere, si eis militaturis Christi sanguinem denegamus? 

(m) Epist. lxiii. p. 104. Quidam vel ignoranter vel simpliciter in 
calice Dominico sanctificando et plebi ministrando non hoc faciunt, 
quod Jesus Christus Dominus et Deus noster sacrificii hujus auctor 
et doctor fecit et docuit.—Quando aliquid, Deo inspirante et man- 
dante precipitur, necesse est Domino servus fidelis obtemperet. 
Admonitos autem nos scias, ut in calice offerendo Dominica traditio 
servetur, neque aliud fiat a nobis, quam quod pro nobis Dominus 
prior fecerit, ut calix, qui in commemoratione Ejus offertur, mixtus 
vino offeratur.x—Nec potest videri sanguis Ejus, quo redempti et 
vivificati sumus, esse in calice, quando vinum desit calici.—In sacer- 
dote Melchisedec sacrificii Dominici sacramentum prefiguratum 
videmus, secundum quod Scriptura divina testatur et dicit ; et Mel- 
chisedec rex Salem protulit panem et vinum, fuit autem sacerdos Dei 
summi, et benedixit Abraham; quod autem Melchisedec typum 
Christi portaret, declarat in Psalmis Spiritus Sanctus, ex persona 
Patris ad Filium dicens, Zu es sacerdos in eternum secundum ordinem 
Melchisedec. Qui ordo utique hic est de sacrificio illo veniens et 
inde descendens, quod Melchisedec sacerdos Dei summi fuit, quod 
panem et vinum obtulit, quod Abraham benedixit. Nam quis magis 
sacerdos Dei summi, quam Dominus noster Jesus Christus, qui sacri- 
fictum Deo Patri obtulit, et obtulit hoc idem quod Melchisedec 
obtulerat, id est, panem et vinum, suum scilicet corpus et sanguinem ? 
et circa Abraham benedictio illa preecedens ad nostrum populum per- 
tinebat.—Ut ergo in Genesi per Melchisedec sacerdotem benedictio 
cirea Abraham posset rite celebrari, precedit ante imago sacrificii 
Christi, in pane et vino scilicet constituta; quam rem perficiens et 
adimplens Dominus, panem et calicem mixtum vino obtulit, et Qui 
est plenitudo veritatis veritatem prefigurate imaginis adimplevit. 
Sed et per Salomonem Spritus Sanctus typum Dominici sacrificii ante 
preemonstrat immolatz hostiz panis et vini, sed et altaris, et aposto- 
lorum faciens mentionem: Sapientia, inquit, edificavit sibi domum, 
(he cites the five first verses of the ninth chapter of Proverbs.) 
Vinum mizxtum declarat, id est, calicem Domini aqua et vino mixtum 
prophetica voce prenuntiat, ut appareat in passione Dominica id esse 
gestum, quod fuerat ante preedictum.—lZn the next page he cites the 
words of the institution of the Eucharist, and adds, Unde apparet 
sanguinem Christi non offerri, si desit vinum calici, nec sacrificium 
dominicum legitima sanctificatione celebrari, nisi oblatio et sacrifi- 
cium nostrum respondeat passioni. Quomodo autem de creatura 
vitis novum vinum cum Christo in regno Patris bibemus, si in sacrificio 
Dei Patris et Christi vinum non offerimus ?—Cujus rei sacramentum 
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nec in Psalmis tacet Spiritus Sanctus faciens mentionem Dominici 
calicis, et dicens, calix tuus inebrians, perquam optimus: calix autem 
qui inebriat vino utique mixtus est—addidit perquam optimus, quod 
scilicet calix Dominicus sic bibentes inebriat, ut sobrios faciat, ut 
mentes ad spiritalem sapientiam redigat—ut mestum pectus, ac 
triste, quod prius peccatis augentibus premebatur, divine indulgen- 
tie leetitia resolvatur ; quod tune demum potest letificare in ecclesia 
Domini bibentem, si quod bibitur Dominicam teneat veritatem,— 
Videmus in aqua populum intelligi, in vino verd ostendi sanguinem 
Christi; quando autem in calice vino aqua miscetur, Christo populus 
adunatur.—Sic autem in sanctificando calice Domini offerri aqua sola 
non potest, quomodo nec vinum solum potest. Nam si vinum tan- 
tum quis offerat, sanguis Christi incipit esse sine nobis ; si vero aqua 
sit sola, plebs incipit esse sine Christo.—Si in sacrificio quod Christus 
obtulit, non nisi Christus sequendus est, utique id nos obaudire et 
facere oportet, quod Christus fecit, et quod faciendum esse mandavit : 
—quod si nec minima de mandatis Dominicis licet solvere, quanto 
magis tam magna, tam grandia, tam ad ipsum Dominice passionis 
et nostre redemptionis sacramentum pertinentia fas non est infrin- 
gere, aut in aliud quam quod divinitus institutum sit, humana tradi- 
tione mutare. Nam si Jesus Christus Dominus et Deus noster Ipse 
est summus sacerdos Dei Patris, et sacrificium Patri Seipsum primus 
obtulit, et hoc fieri in sui commemorationem precepit, utique ille 
sacerdos vice Christi vere fungitur, qui id quod Christus fecit, imita- 
tur ; et sacrificium verum et plenum tunc offert in ecclesia Deo Patri, 
Si sic incipiat offerre, secundum quod Jpsum Christum videat obtu- 
lisse. Czaterum omnis religionis et veritatis disciplina subvertitur, 
nisi id quod spiritaliter preecipitur fideliter reservetur, nisi si in sacri- 
ficiis matutinis hoc quis veretur, ne per saporem vini redoleat sangui- 
nem Christi. Sic ergo incipit et a passione Christi in persecutionibus 
fraternitas retardari, dum in oblationibus discit de sanguine Ejus et 
cruore confundi.—At enim non mane sed post ceenam, mixtum 
calicem obtulit Dominus. Numquid ergo Dominicum post coenam 
celebrare debemus, ut sic mixtum calicem frequentandis Dominicis 
offeramus ? Christum offerre oportebat circa vesperam diei, ut hora 
ipsa sacrificii ostenderet occasum, et vesperam mundi, sicut in Exodo 
scriptum est, (he cites Exod. xii. 6.) Nos autem resurrectionem 
Domini mane celebramus; et quia passionis Ejus mentionem in sacri- 
ficiis omnibus facimus (passio est enim Domini sacrificium quod 
offerimus) nihil aliud quam quod Ille fecit, facere debemus, (he cites 
1 Cor. xi. 26.) Quotiescunque ergo calicem in commemorationem 
Domini et passionis Ejus offerimus, id quod constat Dominum fecisse — 
faciamus.—Nobis vero non poterit ignosci, qui nunc a Domino ad- 
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moniti et instructi sumus, ut calicem Dominicum vino mixtum, 
secundum quod Dominus obtulit, offeramus.—Religioni igitur nostra 
congruit, et timori, et ipsi loco, atque officio sacerdotii nostri—in 
Dominico calice miscendo et offerendo custodire traditionis Dominice 
veritatem. 

(n) ZLpist. Ixviii. p. 115. A concilio plurimorum sacerdotum qui 
preesentes eramus sententiam retulerit (legatus) non posse a quoquam 
nostriim sibi communicari qui, episcopo Cornelio in Catholica Ecclesia 
de Dei judicio, et cleri ac plebis suffragio ordinato, profanum altare 
erigere, et adulteram cathedram collocare, et sacrilega contra verum 
sacerdotem sacrificia offerre tentaverit. Z 

(0) Z£pist. \xxiii. p. 180. Quid ergo—quia Novatianus altare col- 
locare, et sacrificia offerre contra fas nititur, ab altari et sacrificiis 
cessare nos oportet, ne paria et similia cum illo celebrare videamur ? 
vanum prorsus, et stultum est, ut quia Novatianus extra Ecclesiam 
vindicat sibi veritatis imaginem, relinquamus Ecclesice veritatem. 


Maenss floruit A.D. 350. 
Apud Bibliothecam Vett. PP. Ed. Galland. tom. iii. p. 541. 


Adversus Theosthenem, oix éotiv Edyapiotia timos tod ceparos Kal 
a a a , 3>3¢ , , ‘ “ ~ A 
Tov aiwatos, Somep tives eppayadnoay memnpepévoe tov vodv, paddov be 


- e 
TOa Kat aipa. 


Evsesius Casariensts floruit A.D. 315. 
Ed. Zimmerman, 1822. 


(a) Histor. Eccl. lib. vi. cap. 43. p. 471. Tomoas yap tas mpoc- 
gopas, kal Siavépov éxdot@ 1d pépos—avti tod cimeiv AapBadvovta Tov 
diprev ékeivoy To "Apiy, overs avg mpds Kopynuoy déyet. 

(b) De Laudibus Constantini, p. 1221. *Avaipous 8 Kal oyxds 
Ouoias ras dé edydv Kai droppntrov Oeodoyias trois atrod O1acwrats, tis 
emireheiy mapéd@xev GAXos, 7) pdvos 6 Huérepos Swornp; did emi tis Kad 
dAns avOporav oixovpéeryns, Ovetacrnpia ovvéotn, Exkdnotay te apiep@para, 
voepav Te Kat Aoytk@v Ovotay iepompemeis Aevroupyiat. 

(c) De vita Constantini, lib. iv. cap. 45. p. 1022. Oi 8€ py da 
rovT@y xwpe oioi Te, Ovoiats dvaipors Kal pvotikais iepovpyias Td Ociov 
Ddoxovro, imép tis Kownhs eipnyys, imép ths "ExxAnolas Tov Gcov, avtod 
8€ Barréws, maddy 7 adtov OeodiAar, ixernpious edxas- T@ Ge@, mpoc- 
avaéporres. 

(d) Demonstratio Evangelica, lib. i. cap. 6. Ed. Paris. p, 20. 
Merarideuévov 3€ Tod Ovovagtnpiov mapa Ta TH Ma@icei Soxovvra, avayxn 
 gaca Kal Tod Mwiicéws vépov petaBodry yeveoOa—évi 5é re pdv@ Kupip 
dvotacripiov dvaipoy kat NoyeKev Ovordy, Kata Ta Kawa pvoTHpia THs veas 
kai kawis Avabnkns, kad’ dns trav dvOpdray oixoupéerns dveynyépOar. 
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(e) Ibid. cap. 10. p. 37. Elkéras riv tod oaparos Abrod kal Tov 
aiwatos tiv Umdpynow oonméepat emiredovyTes, Kal THS KpeiTTovos 7) KaTa 
\ ‘ , iE J , > 4 > f e c | 
Tovs tadatovs, Ovoias te kal iepovpyias név@pevot, ovKére Sovov HyovpeOa 
katanintrew emi ta mp@ta Kai dobevn orotxeia, avpBoda Kal eikdvas, GAN 
ovk aitiy dAnbeay meptéyovra. He cites Psalm xxxix. (nobis xl.) 
ver. 7, 8, 9. and goes on; Mera 61 mdyta olov tt Oavpdowov Odpa, Kal 

, > , ~ XN , ¢ ‘ ~ , c ~ ee 
opayiov e€aiperov r@ Tlarpi kad\tepnoduevos, brep Tay dmavT@Y Huey avn- 
veyke oa@Tnpias, pynuny Kal nuiv mapadods, avti bucias. 

(f) Ibid. In the next page he adds, rovrov dira rod Ovparos thy 

U ; > \ 4 > ~ A , A U > Aa % =: tan 
punpnyv ent rparétns exredetv ia cupBdr@v, Tod Te THpatos Adtod, Kal Tod 

a a 8 

cwTnpiov aiparos, Kara Oecpods ths Kawhs, Avabnxns mapednpdres, madw 
ind rod mpodpyrov AaBid madevopeba Aéyew, ‘Hroipacas évamidy Mov tpa- 
meCav, €dimavas év éhai@ thy Kepadrynv Mov diappndny yodv év rovrots Kai 
TO puoTikdy onpaiverat xpiopa, Kal Ta vewva THS XpioTod Tpamens Ovdpara, 
d¢ Sv Kadd\tepodvtes, Tas dvaisouvs Kal NoytKas Ait@ te mpoonveis Ovcias 
dia mavtos Biov T@ ent rdvrav mpoohépew Oe@, bia Tod mavT@y dvwrdrov 
’Apxtepews Adrod SediddypeOa. 

(g) Ibid. After citing Malach. i. 10, 11. p. 40. obsiel djjra rovya- 
povy TS ent mavtav Gem Ovoiay aivecews’ Ovopev 7d evOcov Kal oéuvoy Kal 
€ \ a s a A 4 A Ul A A 
icpomperés Odpa, Ovopev Kawas, kata Thy Kawyy AvaOnKny, Thy KaBapay 
6vciay, he cites Psalm 1. (nobis li. ver. 17.) and proceeds thus: kai 57 
kal Oupidpev td mpodntixoy Ovpiana, ev mavte Tém@ mpookopi€oytes AvT@ 

A 7 A a 4 , % “~ 4 be | 2 > 
Tov ev@dn Kaprév Ths mavapérov Oeodoyias, Sua THY mpds AvToy evXav ava- 
épovres*—ovxovdy kal Ovopev, Kai Ovpidpev? tére prey THY pynpny Tov 

, , BS) A 4 > a , Ul > 
peyddou Ovparos, Kata Ta mpos Avtod mapadobévta pvoTnpia emtre- 
Aodvres, kal tHy tmép coTnpias Huov Edxapioriav OV edocBav Dyvey Te, 
Kal evxav Th Ge@ mpockopifoytes’ tdére Sé€ ahas avrovs das Kkabie- 
povyres Adr@, kal TO ye ’Apxtepet Ad’Tod Ady@, avTe oapatt kai Wuyi 
dvakeipevot, 

(h) Lbid. lib. v. cap. 8. p. 223. ‘O Srp judy "Inaois, 6 Xpiords rod 
Ocod, TH Tod MeAxioedéx rpdr@, Ta THs ev avOpwrors iepoupyias eiceTt Kal 
viv bia trav Ad’rod Oepamevray éruredci’ Somep yap €keivos iepeds eOvav 
Tuyxavev, ovdanod daiverat Ovoias cwparikais Kexpnuevos, olive dé pov@ 
kal dpr@ tov ABpadp edrdoyav" tov adrov 5) tpdmov mp@ros peéev Adtos 6 
Sorip Kat Kupios judy, emrevra of €€ Adrovd mavres lepeis ava mavra Ta 
€Ovn tiv mvevpatikny émiredodyTes KaTa Tovs "ExkAnotaoTiKovs Oeapovs 

« co a a oe 
iepoupyiav, oiv@ kai dpr@, Tod Te copatos Adrod Kal Tod owrypiov aivaros 
aivirrovra Ta pvotnpta, ToD MeAyioedéx Taira mvevpate Ocio mporeOewpn- 
dros, Kal Tay pedAdOvrey Tais eikdau mpoKexpnpevov. 

(i) Ibid. lib. viii. in Genes, xlix, 12. p. 880. Kat 1d, Aevkoi of 


dddvres avrod 7) yada, Td Aapmpoyv kai KaOapoy Tis pvaoTnpi@dous rpopis 


[Soxet por onpaiverv’| aditos yap ta oipBora tis evOov oixovouias Tots — 


Abrod mapedidov padnrais, tiv eikdva Tod idiov o@patos movetaOat mapaKke~ 
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Aevopevos* emeidy yap ovKere Tas OV aiudray Ovoias, avdé Tas Tapa Maicet 
ev casper (aav oayais vevopobernpévas mpocieto, dpr@ b€ xpnoOa cup 
Bér@ rod iSiov cdparos mapedidov, cixdtws Td Kapmpov kal Kabapdv nvigaro 
Ths Tpopis, elmmyv, Kat NevKol of dddvyTEs avTov # yadda. Tovrov kai GAdos 
epunpovevoe Ipopyrns, pyoas, Ovoiav kai mpoogopiy ork nOéAnoas, copa 
8€ Karnptrice pot. 

(k) In Psalm xci. p. 608. Ed. Montfaucon, 1707. "Add kai rods 
aprovs tis mpobécews mpoohépoper, THy GwTHpioy pynuny avatwnupodrtes, 
76 Te TOD pavTicpod aiva Tod ’Apyod Tov Oeod, TOU mepieAdyTos THY dpaptiay 


TOU KOcpov, Kabdpotoy Tay nueTépwr Wuxar. 
S. Arnanasivus floruit A.D. 326. 
Ed. Paris. 1698. 


(a) Epist. iv. ad Serapionem, tom. i. par. ii. p. 710. "Apddrepa 
mepi ‘Eavrod cipnke, odpxa kai mvedpa" Kal Td mvedua, mpds Td KaTa GdpKa 
dcéoreidev, iva pi) pdvoyv To hatvdpevov, GAAa Kal TO dopaToy av’Tov moTev- 
cavres paboow, drt kai d héyet, ovK eoTly GapKLKa, GAG TYEvpAaTIKa’® mécots 
yap ipket TO cOpa mpds Bpoow, Wa Kal rod Kédcpov mavtis TovTo Tpopy 
yernrat, dAda 81a TodTOo Tis els ovpavods avaBdoews euvnpdvevce TOV viod Tov 
avOpearov, iva tis Twpartiis évvoias abtovs apeAkvon, Kal Nourdv THY eipy- 
perny capka Bpaow dvober oipdnov Kat mvevpatixyy tpopny map’ A’tov 
diSoperny pdbwow" & yap eAdANKa, yor, ipiv, mvedpa eort, Kal Can" toov 
T@ elreiv, TO ev Seixvipevov Kai diddpevov brep THs TOU Kdopov awrnpias 
SoPjverat tpody, adore mvevpatixas ev éxdoTt@ tavTnv avadidocba kai 
yiveoOat ract pudakrnprov eis dvaoraciy (was alwviov. 

(b) De Incarnatione, tom. i. par. ii. p. 883. *AdAaxod 7d “Aytoy 
Ilvedpa kaXei prov odpdviov, Néyav* rv dptov Huay Tov émtovatoy dds juiv 
onpepov’ edidake yap ipas evr edy7 év TO viv alae alreiv rov émiovatoy 
aptoy, tovréott, Tov weddovra, od dmapxiy Exopev ev TH viv (wp, THs TapKds 
rod Kupiou peradapBdvovres, kabds Adrds cire’ 5 dpros 8¢ Sv’ Eye ddcw i 
adp& pov early tnép tis Tod Kécpov fais" mredua yap (worowody » odp& 
€art Tod Kupiov, didte éx Uvedparos rod Cworotod ouvehn pn’ rd yap yeyev= 
ynpevov €k Tov Tvevparos mvedpud éort. 

(c) Historia de Melchisedec, tom. ii. p. 241. Kai otrws (MeAyioe- 
Sex) mparos rimos éyévero, THs dvaipaxtov Ovoias Tod Lwrijpos héepewv cis 
thy dyiav mporpopdy. Sd réyer* od lepeds eis rov ala@va Kata ragw Med- 
xioedex® emeidy timos eyévero tis dyias mpoodopas. 

(d) Ex opere Athanasii quodam deperdito fragmentum apud Theodo- 
ritum Dialog. 2. p. 92. vol. iv. Edit. Lutetiea, 1642. Td capa roivey 
éoriv, ® déyet, KaOou éx SeEcav pod. ob Kai yéyover €xOpos 6 ArdBodos-ovv 
rais movnpais Suvdpuect, kai "lovdaior, kal"EAAnves* de’ od odparos “Apyxtepeds 
kal ’AmderoXos yéyove, kai éxpynudture’ SC od mapédoxey Huy pvornpion, 
Neyo, Todrd €ort rd GHpud pov Td drép dpdv, kai, Td ala ris KawAs Ara 

c 
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, a “~ ~ . ~ y 
Onkns, ov THs tadaas, TO imep tay exxvvdpevov’ Oedrns S€ ovre Topa 
»” » e ad 
Exel, ovTE aia eet. 


Juttus Firaicvs floruit A.D. 340. 


De Errore profanarum Religionum in Bibliotheca PP. dit. anno 
1718, tom. iv. p, 114. Alius est cibus, qui languentes relevat, 
errantes revocat, lapsos erigit, qui morientibus eterne immortalitatis 
largitur insignia. Christi panem, Christi poculum quere, ut terrena 
fragilitate contempta, substantia hominis immortali pabulo saginetur. 
Quis est autem.hic panis, vel quod poculum? De quo in libris Salo- 
monis sapientia preclamat; ait enim, venite, &c. (ut Prov. ix. 1—5.) 
Melchisedec rex Salem, et sacerdos summi Dei, revertenti Abrahze 
cum pane et vino benedictionis obtulit gratiam.—ut autem manifestius 
diceretur quinam ille esset panis, per quem misere mortis vincuntur 
exitia, Ipse Dominus sancto ac venerando ore signavit, ne per diversos 
tractatus spes hominum pravis interpretationibus fallerentur. Dicit 
enim in Evangelio Joannis, Ego sum panis vite ; qui venerit ad Me non 
esuriet, et qui in Me crediderit non sitiet unquam. Item in sequentibus 
hoc idem simili modo significat; ait enim, siquis sitit, veniat, et bibat, 
qui credit in Me. Et rursus Ipse, ut majestatis suze substantiam cre- 
dentibus traderet, ait, Nisi ederitis carnem Filii Hominis, &c., quare 
nihil vobis cum tympanis, cibo odii, miseri mortales; salutaris cibi 
gratiam querite, et immortale poculum bibite. 


Cyrrintitus Hisrosotymitanus floruit A.D. 350. 
Edit. Paris. 1720. 

(a) Catechism. Mystagog.i. p. 308. °Qomep 6 dpros, kal 6 oivos ris 
Evxapiotias, mpd tis dyias émueAnoews Ths mpookuyynTns Tpiddos, apros hv, 
Kal olvos durds* émikdnoeas O€ ywopevns, 6 pév apros yiverat cpa Xpiorod, 
6 S€ olvos aiva Xpiorov’ rdv aitov 61 Tpdmov, Ta Tova’ta Bpopata Tis 
Topmns Tov Sarava, TH idia pvoer Aura dvTa, TH éemekAnTEL TOV Aatpwovev 
BéBnra -yiverat. 

(aa) Catech. Mystag. iii. p. 317, ‘O dpros ris Evxaptorias, pera Thy 
exikAnow Tov ayiov Ivetparos, otk ert dpros Atros, GAAG bapa Xprorov. 

(b) Catech. Mystag. iv. p. 820, Adrod ody drodpnvapevov, kal eimdvros 
Tept Tov aprov, Todrdé pov éotl rd cama’ Tis ToApHoE auiBadrAew Aouror, 
kal Avrod BeBarwoapevou kal eipnkdros, TodTé pov cori rd aipa’ ris evdordcet 
mre, héywr py etvat Adrod Td aiua; Td Ldap more eis oivov peraBEBAnxer, 
_ oikeiov aiwatt, év Kava ris Tadwdaias’ kal ok aéiumirrds eotey, oivoy pera- 
Baroy els atwa;—xai trois viois rod vuppavos ob moAAG pGAAov Thy amd= 
Aavow Tod Gepatos Adtov kat Tov aiuaros, Swpnrdpevos 6pohoynOncerat. 

(c) Ibid. et eadem pagina. Merd mdons mAnpopopias, os copatos kal 
aiparos peradapBdvepev Xpiorov’ ev rome yap dprov, diSorar got Td capa’ 
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we) , ” iy ‘ a , , 5 , 
kat ev TUm@ oon, diSorat got Td alya, va yévxy—ovicowpos Kai civaipos 
Avrov. - . . 

(d) [bid.—moré Xpiords trois “Iov8aiors diadeydpevos, €deyev, "Edy pi 
aynré Mod thy odpxa, k.r.d. (as John vi. 53.) éxeivos py dxnkodres mvev- 
parik@s Tay Aeyouevar, oxavdadiabevres anwndOoy eis Ta drricw, vopitovtes 
6rt emi wapkopayiay adtovs mporpemerar’ joav dé ev madkaa dvabyKy Gproe 
mpoberews’ add’ ékeivor madaias dvres SiaOnkns, Tedds eiAnhacw. ev dé TH 
Kav SiaOnky, Gptos ovpavios Kat motnptov cwrnpiov, Wuxi Kal capa 
dyidGovra. Somep yap 6 aptos o@patt KarddAndos, ovTw Kal 6 Adyos TH 

~ , \ , > ¢ o on» ce ea 5 
Wux7 dppddios. yu) mpocexe ody as idols TE GpT@ Kal TO oty@’ Tepua yap 

‘ ? ~ bY 4 ‘ , | EE > ‘ ie 
Kai atua Xptorov, kara tHv Aeorotixny Truyxdver amdgpacww, «i yap Kal 9 
aicOncis cor todro tmoBdddAe, GAN 4 Tiatts Ge BeBatovTw* pi) amd Tijs 

’ , a > >> Aa ~ , a , 
yevoews Kpivns To mpaypa, GAN ano Tis TioTews TANpoopod avevdoidoTas, 
gT@paros kal aipatos Xpiotov Katafiwbeis. 

(e) Ibid. pag. proxima. ‘O Sodopay ravrny aivrrépevos thy Xap, ev 
7@ "ExkAnowdory (he means Eccl. ix. 7.) Aéyer’ Acdpo, pdye ev edppo- 
ovvy tov aprov gov, Tov mvevpatiKoy,—kal mie Tov oivoy Gov, Toy mvevpa- 
FLKOY oivoy. 

(f) Catechism. Mystag.v.p.327. Tapaxadotper roy piravOpwroy Gedy, 
To dytov Ivedua eEarocteiAa emi ra mpokeipeva’ iva Troinon Tov pev aptov 
capa Xptorod, rov dé oivov aiua Xpiotod. mavrws yap ov éav epayaito Td 
“Aytov Lveipa, rodro Hyiaorat kai peraBeBAnrat, eira, pera Td draptiaOjvat 
Thy mvevpatikny Ovoiay, Thy avaipaxtoy AaTpeiay, emt ths Ovoias éxeivns Tov 
« ~ ~ A 4 ¢ ‘ col ”~ > a“ > * e € 4 
iAagpod mapakadodpev Tov Gedy, brep KoLvns TOY ExKAnoL@y eipnyns’ UTEp 
Tis TOU Kécpov evorabeias’ imép Baciéwy’ bmép oTpariwTay kal ocuppa- 

~ e = '§ n > > , a eR ~ , . ‘ “ 
xov' imep trav év dobeveias’ tmép Tay KaTaTovoupever® Kal draganhds, 
imép mavrov BonOeias Seopéevav SedueOa mavtes Hpeis, kal tavrny mpoodpe- 
popev tiv Ovciay. Eira pynpovevowey Kal Tay mpokekowsnuevear, mpaTov 
matpiapxav, mpopytav, dmootd\wy, paptupwv’ Gras 6 eds Tais evxais 

~ ‘ , , Me \ , > a>. @ 25 n 
ai’réyv kai mpeasBeias mpoodcEnrar juay tiv Sénow. eira Kal imép Tov 
mpokekousnpevoy dylov marépwv, Kal émickdr@v, kai Tavt@v dnha@s Tov 
év hiv mpokexoisnpevev’ peyiotny dvnow miotevovres exer Oai Tais Wuyxais, 
imép dy 7 Sénots dvaéperat, tis dyias kal ppix@deordrys mpoketmerys 
Oucias. 

(g) Ibid. Xpioriv eofhayacpévoy, inép tov jperépwv duaptnpdrev 
mpoohéepopev, eEircovpevor brép aitav re kal judy tov piidavOperoy Gedy. 

(h) Jdid. Panem supersubstantialem in Oratione Dominica de pane 
Eucharistica interpretans, p. 329.  “Apros otrds 6 Kowds ovK éotiv 
émiovatos. dpros dé obrds 6 dytos éemiovatds €atw'—oirds 6 dpros odK eis 
KotAlav xopet kai eis dpeSpava exBaddera’ add’ cis Tacay god Ty cvaTa- 
ow avadidota, cis opeAeiay O@paros Kai Wuyxijs. 

(i) Ibid. p. 331. Th dprorepay Opdvoy rouoas rH Sefea, ws pedAovon 
Baowhéa drodéxerOat, kai Kotkdvas Thy waddpny, Séxov Td Tapa Tod Xpi- 
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~ > +2 * > Ld > * ‘ = ’ a. 
oTov, extheywv To, “Auny. eta mpogépyou Kal T@ TOTHpi@—KUTTEP, Kat 
Tpér@ mpockurngews Kai ceSdoparos Ayer Td, "Apny. 


Hirarivs Picravriensis floruit A.D. 354, 
Ed. Paris. 1693. 


(a) De Trinitate, lib. viii. p. 954. Si enim vere Verbum caro factum 
est, et nos vere Verbum carnem cibo Dominico sumimus; quomodo 
non naturaliter in nobis manere existimandus est, qui et naturam car- 
nis nostre jam inseparabilem sibi homo natus assumpsit, et naturam 
carnis suze ad naturam zternitatis sub sacramento nobis communi- 
cande carnis admiscuit?—Si vere igitur carnem corporis nostri 
Christus assumpsit, et vere homo ille, quia ex Maria natus fuit, 
Christus est, nosque vere sub mysterio carnem corporis sui sumi- 
mus; (et per hoc unum erimus, quia Pater in Eo est, et Ille im 
nobis)—Ipse enim ait, Caro mea vere est esca, et sanguis meus vere 
est potus. Qui edit carnem meam, et bibit sanguinem meum, in Me manet, 
et Ego in eo.—Nunc enim et ipsius Domini professione, et fide nostra 
vere caro est, et vere sanguis est: et hzc accepta atque hausta id 
efficiunt, ut et nos in Christo, et Christus m nobis sit.— quam autem 
in Eo per sacramentum communicate carnis et sanguinis simus, Ipse 
testatur dicens, et hic mundus jam Me non videt ; vos autem Me videbitiis, 
&c.—Hec ergo vite nostre causa est, quod in nobis carnalibus ma- 
nentem per carnem Christum habemus:—si ergo nos naturaliter 
secundum carnem per Eum vivimus, id est, naturam carnis suz adepti, 
quomodo non naturaliter secundum Spiritum in Se Patrem habeat, 
cum vivat Ipse per Patrem? 

(b) Commentar. in Matth. cap. 31. p. 743. Qui autem, uf a se 
transeat rogat? Numguid possibile erat non pati Christum? atquin 
jam a constitutione mundi sacramentum hoc in Eo erat nostre salatis 
ostensum ; numquid pati Ipse nolebat ? atquin superius fundendum in 
remissionem peccatorum corporis sui sanguinem consecrayerat. 


~ 


Hizarivs Draconvs floruit A.D. 354. 


Inter opera S. Ambrosii. Ed. Paris. 1690-1- 


(a) In 1 Epistol. ad Corinth. cap. xi. p. 149. Quia enim morte 
Domini liberati sumus, hujus rei memores, in edendo et potando car- 
nem et sanguinem, quz pro nobis oblata sunt, significamus. — 


(b) In primam Epistolam ad Timoth. cap. iv. p. 298. Proghetie,- : 


est, qua eligitur quasi doctor futurus idoneus: manus vero imposi- 
tiones verba sunt mystica, quibus confirmatur ad hoc opus elec- 
tus, accipiens auctoritatem, teste conscientia sua; ut audeat vice — 
Domini sacrificium Deo offerre. “eee 


4) ' y oo het 
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S. Grecorius NAZIANZENUS floruit A.D. 370. 
Ed. Paris. 1778. 
(a) Orat. 2. Apolog. p. 56. Eidas; dre pydeis GEios tod peyddov 


Kal Qeod kai Ovparos Kai "Apytepews, otis py mpdrepoy éavTov TmapéeoTHTE 
T@ Gc@ Ovoiav acav, dyiav, pndé THY Aoycxyy Aatpeiay ebdpectoy émedei- 
Earo, pndé ebvce TH OcG Ovoiav divécews Kal mvedpa ouvTerpiupéevor, HV 
porny‘O mavta Sods anattet map’ jay Ovoiav, Tas EveddAov Gappyaa mpoo~ 
hépew Aira tiv tEwbev tiv Tov peyddov pvotnpiey dytituToy’ i) Tas 
iepéws ox7pa Kal dvoua brodver Oat. 

(b) Orat. 4. que est orndcrevrixn in Julianum i. p. 101. Kai ras 
xetpas adbayviterat tis dvataktrou bucias droxabaipar, di fs Huets Xprore 
Kowevodper, kal Tov Tabnudrey Kai Tis OedrnTos” évrdpors S€ Kat Gvoiacs, 
kaGiora ta Bacidea. 

(ec) Orat. 5. que est in Julianum, ii. p. 166. Ovx ért Tois iepois 
Oikots Hay tovnpoy euBréYrovow" ovK Ett pLavovaw aipatt piap@ Ta THs 
xabapwrdrns kat dvardkrov Ovcias ém@vupa Ovoacrnpia. 

(d) Orat. Funebris in Basilium Magnum, 43. p. 805, Ovovacrn- 
pilav Karopxyovpevot, kal tds dvatydKktous Ovcias dvOpanev Kat Ovovev 
aipact xpaivortes (’Aptavol.) 

(e) Orat. 26. contra Maximum, p. 483. Ovotacrnpiov cip~ovow ; 
GAN otda kat dAdo Ovoractnpiov, ef & Aakevtnptoy odk avaBEBnxev ovde 
xelp, obd€ nxovaOn oidnpos, i Te TOY TexviTay Kai TotKik@y, GA’ ddov Tov 
vod Td épyov, Kai dia Oewpias 7 dvdBaots. TovT@ mapagTHoopat, ToUT@ 
6icw Sexra, Ovoiav Kat mpoodopay kat ddokavT@pata Kpeirtova Tov voy 
mpocayopevey, do@ Kpeitrov oKias } GAnOea* wept ob pot Soxet Kat AaBid 
6 peyas pirrocogeiv, Aéywv" Kai eloehevoopuat mpds Td Ovotagrnprov Kk. T. Ar. 

(f) Orat. 45. que est in Pascha, 2% p. 863. Meradrnopeba 8€ rod 
Tlacyxa, viv péev tumikds Ett, kal ef Tod madatod yupydrepov" TO yap voptKoy 
Idoyxa, ToAue kai Aéya, tirov tiros hv auvdpédrepos. 

(g) Carmen Iambic. 34. tom. ii, p, 622. cp d€ dSapor, Buoia 
kabdpowot, Adpev Soxetoy dyvov, 7 Genddxos Tpawel—. 

(h) Eis ’Emioxdérovs. Tom. ii. p. 824, *Q Ovoias méumovtes dvaypax- 
Tous, ‘lepies. 


EprpHanivs floruit A.D. 368. 


(a) Advers. Heres. 55, Num. ii. p. 470. Edit. Parisiis, 1622. 
MerariBepens 8¢€ els Thy mpd Tod Aevi Kat mpd “Aapaoy Kata thy takw Med- 
xtoedex tis lepwovyns’ dmep vuvi év tH *ExkAnoia modireverat, amd 
Xpiorod Kai dedpo, pyxere ToD oméepparos Kata Siadoyxiy ExAeyopevov, GANA 
Tov KaTa apeTiy TUmou (nrovpévov. 


(b) Ibid. Numb. 6. p. 472. ‘O MeAxisedéx ait@ (ASpady) amqvra 
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jre, kat e&€Badev adta Gprov kai ob oTuTay Tay Mu lov Ta aivé 
Tore, kat e&€Ba ap at olvov, mpotuT@ oTnpioy Ta aiviy- 
~ a Py a” a 
pata, avtirura Tov Kupiou jpay, Aéyovros*’ Sti’ Eye etue 6 Gptos 6 Cay. Kat 
dvtirura Tov aipatos TOU €k THs mAEvpas AvdTod vuyxOérTos, kal pevoavTos 
els KaOapow Toy KeKoWopMEVaY, Kai pavTiopoy, Kal owTnplay TdY HueTepav 
Wuxer. 
€ “a 
(c) Anchorat. 57. p. 60. ‘Opapev yap dre eraBev 6 Swrnp cis ras 
xelpas Adtot, ws exer ev TH EvayyeXio, Gre avéotyn ev To Seimv@, kai €haBe 
3 a ~ > 
trade, Kal evxaptotnoas eite, Totrd pov éeotl rdde, kal dp@pev Ste ovk tadv 
> > ‘ a > -~ > 4, > Ban} > “a > , , > Lal 
€aTW, ovdSE Gpoloy, ov TH evaodpK@ eikdvt, ov TH aopdt@ OedryTL, ov ToIS 
Xapaktnpor Tov ped@v’ Td pev ydp eat oTpoyyvAcedes Kal avaicOnrov, as 
> a ~ 
mpos thy Svvapiy. kal nOeAnoev Xapitt eimeiv, Todd pou eaTi TddE, Kat OVSELS 
a - 4 , J z 
amtorel TO Ady. 6 yap py TLiaTEVe@Y eivat Adtdoy adnOvoy, ws elmev, Exmin- 
a a ccd > , , 
TEL THS XapiTos, Kal THs Gwtnpias. 6 re dé nkovoaper, mioTeVope OTL eat 
Avrov. 
* 5 ~ nw 
(d) Anacephaleosis, p. 154. “Iexvporowovpévov ris Suvdpews Tod 
» A a ~ @ > , s os > »” cw , , > 4 
adprov, kal ths Tod Vdaros icxvos* iva ovK apros Huiv yernra Sivapts, ada 
. a” »” “~ 
Svvapis Gprov’ kai Bp@ors pev 6 apros, 7 Sé dSvvams ev adr@ eis Cwoydv- 


now, 


Oprtatus Mitevitanus floruit A.D. 368. 


Ed. Paris. 1679. 


(a) Advers. Parmenianum, lib, vi. p. 111. Quid enim est tam 
sacrilegum, quam altaria Dei (in quibus aliquando et vos obtulistis) 
frangere, radere, removere? in quibus vota populi, et membra Christi 
portata sunt; quo Deus Omnipotens invocatus sit; quo postulatus 
descendit Spiritus Sanctus; unde a multis pignus salutis eternz, et 
tutela fidei, et spes resurrectionis accepta est. 

(aa) Lbid. p. 112. Cur vota et desideria hominum cum ipsis alta- 
ribus evertistis ? Illac ad aures Dei ascendere populi solebat oratio. 
Cur concidistis precibus viam? et ne ad Deum supplicatio de more 
solito ascensum haberet, impia manu quodammodo scalas subducere 
laborastis ? 

(b) Lbid. p. 111. Altaria, inquam, in quibus fraternitatis munera 
non jussit Salvator poni, nisi que essent de pace condita. Depone, 
inquit, munus tuum ante altare, &c. (ut in Matth. v. 23.) ut possit pro 
te sacerdos offerre. 

_ (c) Ibid. p. 111. Quid est enim altare, nisi sedes et corporis et 
sanguinis Christi? Quid vos offenderat Christus, cujus illic per certa 
momenta corpus et sanguis habitabat? Quid vos offendistis etiam 
vos ipsi, ut illa altaria frangeretis, in quibus ante nos per longa tem- 
poris spatia sancte (ut arbitramini) obtulistis? (p. 113.) Hoe tamen 
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immane facinus geminatum est, dum fregistis etiam calices, sanguinis 
Christi portatores, 


S. Basitius Maenus floruit A.D. 370. 


Edit. Paris. 1721. 
(a) De Baptismo, lib. ii. q. 2. tom. ii. p. 653. ‘O 8€ Kdpios Aéyor" 


peifev Tov iepod de, madever Huds, Ore rorodrov doeBeorepds eoTw 6 TOALOV 

> a a ¢ , A ~ a , a , € 7 F205 
[€v porvope Woyijs] ieparevery rb oGpa Tod Kupiov Tod Sdvros ‘Eavrév imép 
c - ‘ ‘4 , ~ a“ a 4 n a ” ¢ ~ 
pay mpoopopay kai Ovoiay tH Oc@, dcov rd gHpa Tod Movoyevous You 
Tov Geod tmepexet Kpi@y kal Tavpov. 

(b) Ibid. q. 3. pag. proxima. ‘Oo@ yap mreiov rod fepod Sde xara ri 

7 iA ~ 
Tod Kupiov paviy, torovtm deuvdrepov kal poBepdrepoy 7d ev porvopa 
Wvxijs toApnoa dyaoOa trod caparos tod Xpiorov, mapa rd GyraoOar Kpi@v 
7) Tavpor. 

(c) Epistola 93. tom. ii. p. 186. Td Kowaveiy Kad’ éExdorny jpépar, 
kal perahapBavew tod dyiov coparos kal aipatos Tod Xpicrov, Kaddv Kal 
erapedes’ Adrod capds héyortos, ‘O tp@yev pov Thy odpka, kat Tivev pov 

% e + A oA e , ‘ > , o A , n“ ~ 
Td aipva, éxer Conv aiovoy* tris yap audiBadAct, Gre Td perexew Ovvexas THs 
Cais, ovdév GAXo eativ } (qv TodAaxas ; 

(d) Ibid. pag. proxima. ’Ey ’Ade€avépeia 8, kali ev Aiyirr@, éxaoros 
ry on ’ ~ , e ee - »* , > - ” 
kat Tév ev AKa@ TeovVT@Y, ws emi Td MeioTOY, Eyer KoLv@viay ev TO Ok 
avrov’ draé yap thv Ovoiay tod iepéws Tehec@oavros kal Sedwxdros, 6 ha- 
Bay avtny as Odrnv dpod, Kab” Exdotnv peradapBaver, mapa tod dedaxdros 

eixétas perahapBaver Kal brodéxeoOa morevey dpeidet. 

(e) De Spiritu Sancto, cap. 27. tom. iii. p. 55. Ta tis émixdAnoews 
pnpara ent tH dvadeiEer tov dprov ths Evdxapiotias Kai Tov tornpiov ths 
evAoylas, tis Tav dyiav éyypapes juiv Karadédourey ; od yap 4d) rovrots 
apkovpeba, Sy 6 "Amdorodos 4 Td EvayyéXtov érepvnoOn, ddda Kai mpodé- 
yomey kal émidéyoper erepa, ws peydAny €xovta mpos Td pvornpioy Thy loxdy, 
€x Ths aypadov Sidackadias mapadaBortes. 


Grecorivus Nyssenvs floruit A.D. 370. 


Ed. Paris. 1638. 


(a) Oratio Magna Catechetica, cap. 37. tom. ill. p. 102. "Eesd)) 
dimhody 1d avOpdmwwor, Wux7 Te Kal Toate gvyKekpapévoy, dvdyxn TO mpds 
tiv Conv Kabnyoupévy, 80 duorépar, Trois twfopevors epérer Oat’ ovKodv 7) 
— Npuyt) pev dia micrews mpds adrdv dvaxpabeioa tas dpoppads évredOer rijs 
cornpias txer'—rd 5€ cdpa ercpov rpdrov év petovaia te Kal dvaxpdcet Tod 
Sdfovros ylverar.—dvayxaiov—ds dv ev Hpiv ywopevoy adrekirnpiov rv 
mpoevrebcioay TH Tmpate Tod SyAntnpiov BrAABnv dia rijs oiKxeias avtirabeias 
dracotro. ti oty gore TovTo ; ovdéy Erepov i exeivo Td THpa, 6 row re Oavd- 
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, NS ‘ a a ¢ on ‘ , 4 bY 

Tov Kpeitroy edeixOn, Kal ths Cans nuov KathpEato. KaOamep yap pukpa 
Cupn, Kabas gynoly 6 ’Andotodos, ddov Td Pupapa mpos éavthv ovveEoporoi, 

iA 4 , (4 Y “ a a > a € , , 
ovtas Td Oavaricbey Ird Tot Geod cHpa ev TE Huetep@ ywwdpevov, ov 
mpos €avTo perarrovet Kal petatiOnota— AAA pev ovK Eat Gas evTds Tt 
yiyvecOa Tod coparos, p17 dia Boooews Kal mécews Tois omAdyXVOLS KaTa- 
pyvipevov® ovKody emavayKés Kata Tov Suvatov TH GiaeE Tpdmov THY Cwo- 
mowv Svvapty tod Tlvevparos déEacOa” pdvoy 8€ tod Geoddxou caparos 
exeivou tavtny SeEapevov THY xapiv,—oKoTHjoat Tpoonkel, Tas eyévero Suva- 
Tov TO év ékeivo GGpa Tais ToravTats TOY MLoTaY pupidot KaTa Tacay THY 

’ 4 , \ , > € 4, A me, , 4 
oikoupevny eicael KaTapepi(opevov, Odov ev éxdoT@ Sid Tov péepous yevedOat, 
kal avrd pévew ef’ éavrod ddov. In order to solve this difficulty, he 
discourses at large of bread and wine by digestion turned into human 
flesh; and that our Saviour’s body, while on earth, was nourished in 
this manner; and then he adds, aomep roivuy ef? jpav, 6 Tov aprov 
ON , ‘ A > , ig ~ i , aA > o , 
idov, Tpdrov Twa Td avOpamuvoy Breer THma, te ev TOUT@ ekelvo yivope- 

a , e 9 aE , a A ‘ 5A 

vov, TOUTO yiveTat’ OUT Kakel TO Oeoddxov GHpa Thy Tpopny aptov mapave- 

, , A > 4 > > , A A ~ “~ > Ld ~ n”~ 
Edpevov, Ady@ Tiwi radrov Hv éxeiv@—rd S€ cHpa TH evoixnoeEL TOU Oeod 
Adyou mpos thy Ocixny a&iav pereroinOn. Kad@s ody Kal viv Tov TO Ady@ Tod 

ae ; BLA > a“ “ “a , “ , 

Gcovd dyta¢dpevoy Gprov eis THpa TOU Oeod Adyov peraroreioOat mioTevopat. 

‘ A te A a aL a , > > , A. oe y. a 
Kat yap ékeivo T6 cGpa aptos TH Suvdpet Hv, nyidaOn dé TH emtcaxnvocet Tod 
Adyou tod oknvecartos év TH Gapki—kal viv Td tooy yiverat. "Exet yap 7 

Ore , e > “ a fF) #3 ~ » ¢ ? > 2 x 
Tod Adyou xdpis &yiov eroteiro apa, @ €k TOU GpTov H avaTaGts HY, Kal 

, \ ‘ > %) it > , 3 v6. c ? o'. , a , 8 A 
TpoTrov Tiva Kat avTO aptos Hv’ éevravOa Te @oavTws 6 apros dytaterar Oia 
Adyou Geov kal evrevéews, od did Bpwoews Kal wocews mpoiwy eis TO Tapa 

“a A A * 
Tov Adyov, add’ evOds mpos Td THpa Tod Adyou perarotovpevos, KaOds €tpy- 
Tat Ud Tod Adyov, drt Todo art TO Gua pov. ‘Then he speaks to the 
same purpose of wine being turned into blood, and subjoins: aoe 
TOS WETLOTEVKOGL TH Oikovopia THs XaptTos “Eavrov evorreiper dia THS TapKos, 
ots 9 ovoracts €€ oivou Te kal GpTov éeoTl, Tors Topagt TOY MEMLaTEVKOT@Y 
KaTakipydpevos, Ss av TH mpds 70 aOdvarov év@cet, Kai GvOpwmos ths ap- 
Oapoias péroxos yévotto. taita dé didwor, tH THs eddoyias Suvdper mpods 
exelvo peTagroixe@oas Tay pawopever thy prow. 

(b) Oratio de Resurrectione Christi, sive in Pascha prima, tom. iii. 
p. 3889. ‘O yap mavta kata thy Seomorixny avbevtiay oikovoyav, ovK 
dvapévet Thy ek THS mpodogias avayKny, Kal THY AnoTpLKhy epodoy Tay "Iov- 
Saiwy, kai thy Tov TiAdtov mapdvopoy Kpiow, ore thy ékelvav Kakiay, apxn- 

A 4A ; Bey a a“ Col > , , Ld e b} ia 
yov kai airiay Ths Kowns Tov avOp@mrev cwtnpias yeverOar’ adda mpodap- 

, a > , A ” ‘ A wr¢ “ ¢ , 

Paver tH oikovopia thy epodoy, kara Tov Gppnroy ths iepovpyias tpdmov 
. ~ > ’ .7 sc A , A ‘ , 
kal Tots avOpwrots adparoy, kat “Eavréy mpoonveyke mpoopopay kal Ovoiay 
. oe con ee ‘ o » ee a | 4 A ME te =, 4 “4 A 
Umep Nua, 6 iepevs Gua kat 6 apuvds Tov Cecod, 6 atpwy tiv duapriay Tov 
kéopov' méte TovTo; Ste Bpwrdy ‘Eavrov To copa, | Kal wéripov 7d aiua Tots 
ouvotow eroinge. mavtt yap Todto Syddv €otw, Stt ovK dv Bpwaobein mapa 


avOporev mpdBartoy, ei py THs Bpoocews 7 ohayl KaOnyjoato’ 6 Toivuy 
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4 a - ~ > - > a - > , nw 
dovs To cpa Trois pabntais Aitod| es Bpdow, capas evdeixvuTa TO Hdn 
Tov auvod Thy Ovoiav évreAn yeyervnaOar’ od yap dv hv rd GHpa Tod iepeiov 
mpos eOwdny emirndecoy, etrep Euryuxov hv. ovKovy Ste mrapéaxe Tois pabnrais 
> n aA , 4 a a > ~ a» A , a 
eupayely Tob gmparos, kal Tod aiparos éumcetv, f5n Kata 1rd OéAnTov Tod 
TO pUOTHpLov oikovomovyTos appntws Te Kal dopaTws Td capa erébvro. 

(ce) Orat. in Baptism. Christi, p. 370. “Aptos éott téws Kowds’ adXX’ 


o > - a 
oray avTov TO pvoThpiov lepovpynon, Taya Xpiorod éyerai re kal yiverat. 


Ernreom, Syruvs floruit A.D. 370. 


Ed. Rome, 1732. 


(a) De Sacerdotio, tom. iii. p. 1, 2, 3. Dignitas sacerdotalis 
mysteriis, sacrificiis, peccatorum remissioni per manuum imposi- 
tionem dicata.—Sacerdotium ccelum volitans ascendit ad Deum, pro- 
cidensque [ante excelsum thronum | instanter pro servis orat Domi- 
num—ut Spiritus Sanctus pariter descendat, sanctificetque dona in 
terris proposita; cumque oblata fuerint tremenda mysteria immor- 
talitate plena, preside sacerdote orationem pro cunctis faciente, tunc 
animee accedentes, per illa tremenda mysteria macularum purificatio- 
nem accipiunt. 

(b) De Tis, qui Filii Dei Naturam scrutantur, tom. iii. p. 423. 
Diligenter intuere, quomodo in manibus panem accipiens benedixit, 
ac fregit in figuram immaculati sui corporis, calicemque in figuram 
pretiosi sanguinis sui benedixit, deditque discipulis suis. 

(c) Jbid. p. 682. Participa immaculatum corpus, et sanguinem 
Domini tui fide plenissima, certus, quod agnum ipsum integre come- 
das. Ignis immortalis sunt mysteria Christi. Cave ea temere scru- 
teris, ne in ipsorum participatione comburaris. Abraham patriarcha 
celestibus angelis terrenos cibos apposuit, illique eos comederunt. 
Ingens sane miraculum est cernere spiritus incorporeos, in terris 
carnium cibos manducantes; sed hoc profecto excedit [omnem admi- 
rationem,] omnem mentem, omnemque sermonem, quod nobis fecit 
unigenitus Christus Salvator noster. Ignem quippe et Spiritum 
manducandum atque bibendum prestitit nobis carne vestitis, “ee 
videlicet, et sanguinem suum. 


Macarius AieypTiacus senror floruit A.D. 373. 


Apud Bibliothecam Vett. P.P. Ed. Galland. 1770. 


(a) Homil. iv. p. 16. Swparorotet “Eavrdv kai cis Bpdow kal méow 6 
Kvpws, kabas yéyparraa év TH EvayyeXi@’ 6 tpwyev tov aproy rovrer, 
; > Fee oe > , > , es , > 
(yoera eis Tov ai@va* wa avaravon avekdadntas, Kal eumAnon evopo- 
aurns mvevpatixns THY Wuxny. 


d 
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(b) Homil. 27. p. 108. Kar’ exeivoy roy katpov ot peyador, kat Sikatot, 
kal mpopjrat, ore pev €pxerat 6 Avtparys, HOevcav' dre dé mdoxet, kat oTav= 
povrat, kal aiva. éxxeirat emt Tod oravpod, ore 7Oetcay, ore Hkoveay’ ovUTE 
dvéBn adrav ént riv Kapdiav, rt fora Bawriopa mupds kai Tlvevparos 
‘Ayiov' Kat dre év rh "ExkAnoia mpooéperat dpros kai oivos, avrirumoy Tis 
gapkos Avrod kal Tod aiparos’ Kal Ore of peradauBdvovres €x Tod atvo- 


pévou Gprov, mvevpatiKds Thy Gdpka Tod Kupiov éaGiovar. 
S. Amsrosius floruit A.D. 374. 
Edit. Parisiis, A.D. 1686. 


(a) De Benedictione Patriarcharum, cap. 9. tom. i. p. 525. Hune 
panem. dedit (Christus).Apostolis, ut dividerent populo credentium ; 
hodieque dat. nobis eum, quem ipse quotidie sacerdos consecrat suis 
verbis. Hic ergo panis factus est esca.sanctorum. Possumus et 
ipsum Dominum accipere, qui suam carnem nobis dedit, sicut [pse ait, 
Ego sum panis vite, &c.—Etiamsi quis mortuus fuerit, tamen si panem 
meum, acceperit, vivet in eternum. [Ille enim accipit, qui seipsum 
probat. Qui autem accipit, non morietur peccatoris morte, quia panis 
hic remissio peccatorum est. 

(c) In Psalm. trigesimum octavum, p. 853. Vidimus Principem 
sacerdotum, vidimus et audivimus offerentem pro nobis sanguinem 
suum: sequimur ut possumus sacerdotes; ut offeramus pro populo 
sacrificium ; etsi infirmi merito, tamen honorabiles sacrificio—quia 
etsi nunc Christus non videtur offerre, tamen Ipse offertur in terris, 
quando Christi corpus offertur; immo Ipse offerre manifestatur in 
nobis, cujus sermo sanctificat sacrificium quod offertur. 

(d) Comment, in, Lucam, lib. i. tom. i, p. 1275. Atque utinam 
nobis. quoque adolentibus altaria, sacrificium deferentibus adsistat 
angelus, immo se prebeat videndum: non enim dubites adsistere 
angelum, quando Christus adsistit, quando Christus immolatur. 

(e) De Fide ad Gratianum, lib. iv. cap. 10. tom. ii. p. 548. Nos 
autem quotiescunque sacramenta sumimus, que per sacre orationis 
mysterium in carnem transfigurantur et sanguinem, mortem Domini 
annunciamus. 

(f) De Mysteriis Pasch. cap. i. p. 293. edit. 1586. Pascha enim 
passio Salvatoris.est, sicuti beatus Apostolus dicit: Pascha enim nos- 
trum immolatus est Christus. Ad hoc enim humanum corpus Christus 
accipiens, se in passionem Paschz mysterio consecravit. 

(g) De Mysteriis, cap. 8. tom. ii. p. 337. Ista autem esca, quam 
accipis, iste panis vivus qui de ccelo descendit, vite sterne substan- 
tiam subministrat ; et quicunque hunc non manducaverit, morietur in 
eeternum. 
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_ (b) Jbid. Abraham vero cum potiretur victoria, tune illi occurrit 
Melchisedec, et protulit ea que Abraham veneratus accepit. 

(i) Ibid. cap. 9. p. 338, 339. Forte dicas: aliud video, quomodo 
tu mihi asseris, quod corpus Christi accipiam? Et hoc nobis adhuc 
superest ut probemus—probemus non hoc esse quod natura formavit, 
sed quod benedictio consecravit ; majoremque esse vim benedictionis 
quam nature ; quia benedictione etiam natura mutatur. [He speaks 
_ of Moses’s rod being changed into a serpent, and the waters of Egypt 

being turned into blood, &c.]—quod si tantum valuit sermo Elie, ut 
ignem de ccelo deponeret ; non valebit Christi sermo, ut species mu- 
tet elementorum? [He afterwards adds, | Prater nature ordinem 
generavit. Et hoc quod conficimus corpus, ex Virgine est,—vera 
utique caro Christi, que crucifixa est, que sepulta est: vere ergo 
earnis Illius sacramentum est. Ipse clamat Dominus Jesus; hoc est 
corpus meum. Ante benedictionem verborum ccelestium alia species 
nominatur, post consecrationem corpus significatur. Ipse dicit sangui- 
nem suum. Ante consecrationem aliud dicitur, post consecrationem 
sanguis nuncupatur, Et tu dicis: Amen, hoc est, verum est. Quod os 
loquitur, mens interna fateatur; quod sermo sonat, affectus sentiat. 

(k) Jbid. p. 341. In illo sacramento Christus est; quia corpus est 
Christi: non ergo corporalis esca, sed spiritalis est. Unde Apostolus 
de typo Ejus ait; quia Patres nostri escam spiritalem manducaverunt, 
et potum spiritalem biberunt ; corpus enim Dei corpus est spiritale : 
corpus Christi corpus est divini Spiritus; quia Spiritus est Christus. 

(1}) De Officiis, lib.i. cap. 41. tom, ii. p. 54. Cum videret (Lauren- 
tius) Xystum episcopum suum ad martyrium duci, flere ccepit, non 
passionem illius, sed suam remansionem. Itaque his verbis appellare 
ceepit: quo progrederis sine filio, pater; quo, sacerdos sancte, sine 
diacono properas? nunquam sacrificium sine ministro offerre consue- 
veras. Quid in me ergo displicuit, pater? num degenerem pro- 
basti? experire certe, utrum idoneum ministrum elegeris? cui com- 
misisti Dominici sanguinis consecrationem, cui consummandorum 
consortium sacramentorum, huic consortium tui sanguinis negas ? 

(m) Jbid. cap. 48. p. 63. Umbra in lege, imago in evangelio, 
veritas in ceelestibus. Ante agnus offerebatur, offerebatur et vitulus; 
nunc Christus offertur—et offert se Ipse quasi sacerdos, ut peccata 
nostra dimittat. Hic in imagine, ibi in veritate, ubi apud Patrem pro 
nobis quasi advocatus intervenit. 

(n) De Incarnationis Dominica Sacramento, cap. 4. p. 708. Nam 
etsi credas a Christo veram carnem esse susceptam, et offeras trans- 
- figurandum corpus altaribus; non distinguas tamen naturam divini- 
tatis et corporis, et tibi dicitur; si recte offeras, non recte autem divi- 


das, peccasti, 
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S. Hizronymus floruit A.D. 378. 
Edit. Paris. 1706. 


(a) Ad Heliodorum, tom. iv. pars ii. p. 10. Absit ut de his 
quidquam sinistrum loquar, quia Apostolico gradui succedentes, — 
Christi corpus sacro ore conficiunt. 3 

(b) Ad Marcellam, ib. p. 547. Recurre ad Genesin, et Melchise- F 
dec regem Salem, hujus principem invenies civitatis: qui jam tunc in — 
typo Christi panem et vinum obtulit, et mysterium Christianum in — 
salvatoris corpore et sanguine dedicavit. 

(c) Adversus Jovinianum, tom. iv. pars ii. p. 198. [Dominus | in 
typo sanguinis sui non obtulit aquam, sed vinum, (they are the words — 
of Jovinian allowed by St. Hierome.) 7 

(d) Ibid. p. 218. Quasi non et nos Christi corpus zqualiter acci- | 
piamus. Una est in mysteriis sanctificatio, Domini et servi, nobilis et — 
ignobilis—quanquam pro accipientium meritis diversum fiat quod — 
unum est. | 
(e) Adversus Vigilantium, ibid. p. 284, Male facit ergo Romanus ~ 

| 
; 


TI es ee a 


episcopus, qui super mortuorum hominum Petri et Pauli, secundum 
nos ossa veneranda, secundum te vilem pulvisculum, offert Domino 
sacrificia, et tumulos eorum Christi arbitratur altaria, : 
(f) Ad Theophilum, ibid. p. 335. He cites Matt. -v. 23. and adds, — 
Si munera nostra absque pace offerre non possumus, quanto magis et — 
Christi corpus accipere? Qua conscientia ad Eucharistiam Christi — 
accedam, et respondebo Amen, cum de caritate dubitem porrigentis? 
(g) Advers. Pelagianos, ibid. lib. iii. p. 543. Sic docuit [Christus] — 
Apostolos suos, ut quotidie in corporis illius sacrificio credentes audeant _ 
loqui; Pater Noster, qui es in celis, &c. 
(h) Ad Evangelum, tom. ii. p. 571. Neque carnis et sanguinis 4 
victimas immolaverit (Melchisedec), et brutorum sanguinem anima- — 
lium, dextra susceperit ; sed pane et vino, simplici puroque sacrificio, 
Christi dedicaverit sacramentum. . 
(i) Ibid. p. 572. He points at Heb. v. 11. Difficultatem rei proce- 
mio exaggerat, dicens ; super quo multus est nobis sermo, et in interpre- 
tabilis: non quia Apostolus id non potuerit interpretari, sed quia illus 
temporis non fuerit. Hebrzis enim, id est, Judzis persuadebat, non 
jam fidelibus, quibus passim proderet sacramentum. oa 
(k) Ad Hedibiam, tom. iv. p.171. Nos autem audiamus panem, — 
quem fregit Dominus, deditque discipulis suis, esse corpus Domini — 
Salvatoris, Ipso dicente ad eos: accipite, et comedite, hoc est corpi a 
meum: et calicem illum esse, de quo iterum locutus est: Bibite ew hoc 
omnes: hic est sanguis, &c.—Si ergo panis qui de clo descendit, cor- — 
pus est Domini; et vinum quod discipulis dedit, sanguis, qui pro mul- — 
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tis effusus est,—ascendamus cum Domino cenaculum magnum, stratum, 
atque mundatum: et accipiamus ab Eo sursum calicem Novi Testa~ 
menti; ibique cum Eo Pascha celebrantes, inebriemur ab eo vino sobrie- 
tatis. Non enim est regnum Dei cibus et potus ; sed justitia, et gaudium, 
et pax in Spiritu Sancto. Nec Moyses dedit nobis panem verum; 
sed Dominus Jesus: Ipse conviva et convivium, Ipse comedens et 
Qui comeditur. [Illius bibimus sanguinem, et sine Ipso potare non 
possumus, et quotidie in sacrificiis Ejus de genimine vitis vere, et 
vine Sorec, que interpretatur, electa, rubentia musta calcamus; et 
novum ex his vinum bibimus de regno Patris, nequaquam in vetustate 
litere, sed in novitate Spiritus. 

(1) Questiones in Genesin, tom. ii. p.520. (Exponens verba Davidis 
Psalm. (nobis) cx. ver. 4.) Mysterium nostrum in verbo ordinis sig- 
nificatur: nequaquam per Aaron irrationalibus victimis immolandis, 
sed oblato pane et vino, id est, corpore et sanguine Domini Jesu. 

(m) Jn Esaiam, cap. 62. tom. ii. p. 462. Triticum quoque, de 
quo panis ceelestis efficitur, illud est, de quo loquitur Dominus: caro 
mea vere est cibus ; rursumque de vino: Et sanguis meus vere est potus. 

(n) In Ezechiel., cap. 44. p. 1026. Offertis panes meos, panes vide- 
licet propositionis in cunctis ecclesiis, et orbe terrarum, de uno pane 
pullulantes. 

(0) In Malach., p. 1811. Polluimus panem, id est, corpus Christi, 
quando indigni accedimus ad altare, et sordidi mundum sanguinem 
bibimus, et dicimus, mensa Domini despecta est: non quod hoc aliquis 
audeat dicere ; sed opera peccatorum despiciunt mensam Dei. 

(p) Ibid. p. 1813. Sciant carnalibus victimis spirituales victimas 
successuras. Et nequaquam taurorum hircorumque sanguinem, sed 
Ovpiapa, id est, sanctorum orationes Domino offerendas, et non in una 
orbis provincia Judea; nec in una Jude urbe Hierusalem: sed in 
omni loco offerri oblationem, nequaquam immundam, ut a populo 
Israel ; sed mundam, ut in ceremoniis Christianorum. 

(q) Comment. in Matth., cap. 26. tom. iv. p. 128. Postquam 
typicum Pascha fuerat impletum, et agni carnes cum Apostolis come- 
derat, assumit panem, qui confortat cor hominis, et ad verum Pasche 
transgreditur sacramentum; ut quo modo in preefiguratione Ejus 
Melchisedec, summi Dei sacerdos, panem et vinum offerens fecerat, 
Ipse quoque veritatem sui corporis et sanguinis repreesentaret. 

(r) In Epistolam ad Titum, cap. 1. p. 418. Tantum interest inter 
panes propositionis et corpus Christi, quantum inter imaginem et 
veritatem ; inter exemplaria futurorum, et ea ipsa que per exemplaria 
prefigurabantur. (He is speaking of the purity that is necessary for 
them who celebrate the Eucharist.) 

(s) Ad Fabiolam, tom. ii. p. 577. Pontifex et episcopus—aut sem- 
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per moretur in Sanctis: et paratus sit victimas offerre pro populo, — 
sequester Dei et hominum, et carnes agni sacro ore conficiens. 


GauDENTIUS Brixiensis floruit A.D. 387. 
Extat in Biblioth. PP. Tom. iv. edit. Colonize A.D. 1618. 


(a) Tractat. in Ezod. ii. p. 806. In umbra illius legalis Paschee 
non unus agnus occidebatur, sed plures. Singuli enim occidebantur 
per domos: nam sufficere unus non poterat universis; quoniam figura — 
erat, non proprietas Dominice passionis: figura ‘enim non est veritas, 
sed imitatio veritatis: ergo in hac veritate qua sumus, unus pro omni- 
bus mortuus est, et idem per singulas ecclesiarum domos in mysterio 
panis et vini reficit immolatus, vivificat creditus, consecrantes sancti- 
ficat consecratus. Recte etiam vini specie tum sanguis Ejus exprimitur, 
quia cum Ipse dicit in Evangelio, Ego sum vitis vera; satis declarat 
sanguinem suum esse omne vinum, quod in figura passionis Ejus offer-— 
tur—lIpse igitur naturarum Creator et Dominus, qui producit de 
terra panem, de pane rursus (quia potest, et promisit,) efficit pro- 
prium corpus; ‘et qui de aqua vinum fecit, et de vino sanguinem : 
suum. q 

(b) Ibid. p. 807. Quod annunciatum est, credas; quia quod acci- | 
pis, corpus est illius panis ccelestis, et sanguis est illius verze vitis. 
Nam cum panem consecratum, et vinum discipulis suis porrigeret, 
sic ait; Hoc est corpus meum, hic est sanguis meus. Credamus, queso, 
cui credidimus. Nescit mendacium Veritas.—Non infringentes illud — 
os Ipsius solidissimum, Hoc est corpus meum, hic est sanguis meus. 
Siquid autem superfuerit etiam nunc in uniuscujusque sensu, quod 
expositione ista non ceperit, ardore fidei concremetur. 

(c) Ibid. Vere istud hereditarium munus Testamenti Ejus Novi, 
quod nobis ea nocte qua tradebatur crucifigendus, tanquam pignus 
sue presentiz dereliquit. Hoc illud est viaticum nostri itineris, quo — 
in hac via vite alimur ac nutrimur, donec ad Ipsum pergamus de hoe 
szeculo recedentes, unde dicebat Idem Dominus: Nist manducaveritis — 
carnem Filii hominis, et biberitis sanguinem Ejus, non habebitis vitam in ; 
vobis ipsis. Voluit enim beneficia sua permanere apud nos, voluit 
animas pretioso sanguine suo semper sanctificari per imaginem a 
passionis, et ideo discipulis fidelibus mandat, quos primos et Ecclesiz 
sue constituit sacerdotes, ut indesinenter ista vite aternz mysteria 
exercerent, quze necesse est a cunctis sacerdotibus per singulas tobe 
orbis ecclesias celebrari, usque quo iterum Christus de ccelis adveniat, 
quo et ipsi sacerdotes, et omnes pariter fidelium populi exemplar pas-— 
sionis Christi ante oculos habentes quotidie, et gerentes in manibus; A 
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ore etiam sumentes et pectore, redemptionis nostre [pretium vel gra- 
tiam | indelebili memoria teneamus, et contra venena diaboli dulcem 
medicinam sempiterni tutaminis consequamur. 

_ (d) Ibid. Quod autem sacramenta corporis sui et sanguinis in specie 
panis et vini offerenda constituit, duplex-ratio est. Primum, ut imma- 
culatus Dei Agnus hostiam mundam mundato populo traderet cele- 
brandam, sine ustione, sine sanguine, sine brodio, id est, jure car- 
nium, et gue omnibus ad offerendum prompta esset ac facilis. - 
Deinde quomodo panem de multis tritici granis in pollinem redactis 
per aquam confici, et. per ignem necesse est. consummari; rationa- 
biliter in eo figura accipitur corporis Christi, quia novimus ex multitu- 
dine totius generis humani unum esse corpus effectum, per ignem 
Sancti Spiritus consummatum. Natus est enim de Spiritu Sancto—. 


S. Aveustinus floruit A.D: 396. 
Ed. Benedictinorum, A.D. 1679. 


(a) Confessionum, lib. ix. cap. 13. tom. i. p. 170.. Memoriam sui 
ad altare tuum, [Deus,]} fieri, desideravit (Monica), cui nullius diei 
pretermissione servierat, unde sciret dispensari victimam sanctam, 
qua deletum est chirographum, quod erat contrarium nobis, 

(b) Hpistol. 149. ad Paulinum, tom. ii. p. 509. Voventur autem 
omnia que Deo offeruntur, maxime sancti altaris oblatio. 

(c) Ibid. (in verba 1 Epistol. ad Timoth, ii. ver. 1.) Sed eligo in 
his verbis hoc intelligere, quod omnis vel pene omnis frequentat 
ecclesia, ut precationes accipiamus dictas, quas facimus in celebrati- 
onem sacramentorum, antequam illud, quod est in mensa Domini, 
incipiat benedici; orationes cum benedicitur et sanctificatur, et ad dis- 
tribuendum comminuitur, quam totam petitionem fere omnis ecclesia 
Dominica oratione concludit.—In hujus sanctificationis preeparatione, 
existimo Apostolum jussisse proprie fierl spocevyas,—interpellationes 
autem, cum populus benedicitur. 

(d) Zpistol. ad Bonifacium 185, ibid. p..653. Convivium Domini, 
unitas est corporis Christi, non solum in sacramento altaris sed etiam 
in vinculo pacis. 

(e) De Doctrina Christiana, lib. iii. cap. 16. tom, iii. pars 1. p. 52. 
(in Joan. vi. 53. Nisi manducaveritis carnem Filii hominis, &c.) 
Facinus vel flagitium videtur jubere; figura ergo est, precipiens 
passioni Dominicaee communicandum, et suaviter atque utiliter in me- 
moria recondendum, quod caro Ejus pro nobis crucifixa et. vulne- 
rata sit. | 

(f) In Leviticum, ibid. p. 516, 517. Cum Dominus dicat, Nisi 
manducaveritis carnem meam, &c., quid sibi vult, quod a sanguine 
sacrificiorum, que pro peccatis offerebantur, tantopere populus pro- 
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hibetur, si illis sacrificiis hoc unum sacrificium significabatur, in quo : 
vera fit remissio peccatorum: a cujus tamen sacrificii sanguine in — 
alimentum sumendo, non solum nemo prohibetur, sed ad bibendum ~ 
potius omnes exhortantur, qui volunt habere vitam ? 

(g) De sermone Domini in Monte, lib. ii. cap. 7. tom. iii. pars 2. 
p. 209. Panis quotidianus, aut pro iis omnibus dictus est, quee hujus- 
vite necessitatem sustentant, aut pro sacramento Corporis Christi, — 
quod quotidie accipimus: aut pro spiritali cibo, de quo idem Dominus 
dicit, Ego sum panis, &c. 

(h) Tract. in Joannem xi. ibid. p. 376. Jesus non se credebat eis. 
Tales sunt omnes catechumeni; ipsi jam credunt in nomine Christi, 
sed Jesus non se credit eis. Si dixerimus catechumeno, Credis in 
Christum ? respondet, Credo, et signat se (cruce Christi): jam crucem 
Christi portat in fronte, et non erubescit de cruce Domini sui. Inter- 
rogemus eum, Manducas carnem Filii hominis, et bibis sanguinem ? 
Nescit quid dicimus, quia Jesus non se credidit ei—Nesciunt cate- 
chumeni quid accipiant Christiani. 

(i) Tract. in Joannem xxvi. ibid. p. 494. Credere enim in Eum, hoc 
est manducare panem vivum. Qui credit, manducat; invisibiliter 
saginatur quia invisibiliter renascitur ; intrare quisquam potest nolens, 
accedere ad altare potest nolens, accipere sacramentum potest nolens, 
credere non potest nisi volens. 

(k) Ibid. p. 498. Aliud est Sacramentum, aliud virtus Sacra- 
menti. | 

Ibid. p.499. Hic est panis de celo descendens—Sed quod pertinet 
ad virtutem Sacramenti, non quod pertinet ad visibile Sacramentum : 
qui manducat intus, non foris; qui manducat in corde, non qui premit 
dente. 

(1) bid. p. 500. Hujus rei Sacramentum, id est, unitatis corporis 
et sanguinis Christi alicubi quotidie, alicubi certis imtervallis dierum in 
Dominica mensa preparatur, et de mensa Dominica sumitur; qui- 
busdam ad vitam, quibusdam ad exitium: res vero Ipsa cujus Sacra- 
mentum est, omni homini ad vitam, nulli ad exitium, quicumque a a 
particeps fuerit. 

(m) Ibid. p. 501. Qui non manet in Christo, et in quo non 
manet Christus, proculdubio nec manducat | spiritaliter] carnem Ejus, 
nec bibit Ejus sanguinem, [licet carnaliter et visibiliter premat 
dentibus Sacramentum corporis et sanguinis Christi;] sed magis 
tantz rei Sacramentum ad judicium sibi manducat et bibit. 

(n) Tract. in Joan. xxvii. ibid. p. 502. Si ergo videritis Filium 
hominis ascendentem ubi erat prius ; certe vel tunc videbitis, quia non 
eo modo quo putatis erogat corpus suum; certe vel tunc intelligetis, 
quia gratia Ejus non consumitur morsibus. Bi 
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(o) Ibid. p. 506. Ut carnem Christi et sanguinem Christi non 
edamus tantum in sacramento, quod et multi mali; sed usque ad 
Spiritus participationem manducemus et bibamus, ut in Domini cor- 
pore tanquam membra maneamus, ut Kjus spiritu vegetemur. 

(p) Ibid. Tract. in Joan. 80. p. 703. Accedit verbum ad elemen- 
tum, et fit sacramentum. 

(q) In Psalm. xxxiii. tom, iv. p. 210, 211. Erat autem, ut nostis, 
sacrificium Judzorum antea secundum ordinem Aaron in victimis 
pecorum, et hoc in mysterio: nondum erat sacrificium corporis et 
sanguinis Domini, quod fideles norunt,—quod sacrificium nunc diffu- 
sum est toto orbe terrarum,—sublatum est ergo sacrificium Aaron, et 
coepit esse sacrificium secundum ordinem Melchisedec. 

(rv) In Psalm. xxxix. (nobis xl.) Ibid. p. 334. Sacrificia ergo illa, 
tamquam verba promissiva, ablata sunt, [data sunt completiva}]. Quid 
est, quod datum est completivum? corpus quod nostis, quod non 
omnes nostis; quod utinam qui nostis, omnes ad judicium non nove- 
ritis. Videte, quando dictum est. Christus enim Ile est Dominus 
noster, modo loquens ex membris suis, modo loquens ex persona sua, 
Sacrificium, inquit, et oblationem noluisti. Quid ergo? Nos jam hoc 
tempore sine sacrificio dimissi sumus? Absit: corpus autem perfecisti 
mihi, (deo illa noluisti, ut hoc perficeres ; illa voluisti, antequam hoc 
perficeres. Perfectio promissorum abstulit verba promittentia. Nam 
si adhuc sunt promittentia, nondum impletum est, quod promissum 
est. Hoc promittebatur quibusdam signis: ablata sunt signa promit- 
tentia, quia exhibita est veritas promissa. In hoc corpore sumus, 
hujus corporis participes sumus: et qui non nostis noveritis, et cum 
didiceritis, utinam non ad judicium accipiatis. Qui enim manducat 
et bibit indigne, judicium sibi manducat et bibit. Perfectum nobis 
est corpus, perficiamur in corpore. 

(s) In Psalm. xeviii, (nobis xcix.) Ibid, p. 1065, Timeo adorare ter- 
ram, ne damnet me Qui fecit ccelum et terram : rursum timeo non ado- 
rare scabellum pedum Ejus—et dicit mihi Scriptura, Terra scabellum 
pedum meorum, Fluctuans converto me ad Christum, quia Ipsum quero 
hic; et invenio quomodo sine impietate adoretur terra, sine impietate 
adoretur scabellum pedum Ejus. Suscepit enim de terra terram: 
quia caro de terra est, et de carne Marie carnem accepit. Et quia 
in ipsa carne hic ambulavit, et ipsam carnem nobis manducandam ad 
salutem dedit; nemo autem illam carnem manducat, nisi prius adora- 
verit: inventum est, quemadmodum adoretur tale scabellum pedum 
Domini, et non solum non peccemus adorando, sed peccemus non 
adorando. Numquid autem caro vivificat ? Ipse Dominus dixit, cum 
de ipsa commendatione ejusdem terre loqueretur, Spiritus est Qui 
vivificat, caro autem nihil prodest. Ideo et ad terram quamlibet cum 
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te inclinas atque prosternis, non quasi terram intuearis, sed Tlum 
Sanctum, Cujus pedum scabellum est quod adoras; propter Ipsum 
enim adoras: ideo et hic subjecit, Adorate scabellum pedum Ejus, quo- 
niam sanctus est. Quis sanctus est? In Cujus honore adoras scabel- 
lum pedum Ejus. Et cum adoras Illum, ne cogitatione remaneas in 
carne, et ab Spiritu non vivificeris: Spiritus est enim inquit, Qui vivi- 
ficat ; caro autem nihil prodest.—Et mox p. 1066, he introduceth Christ 
pronouncing these words, Jo. vi. 53. 63, and thus explaining them, spirita- 
liter intelligite quod locutus sum: non hoc corpus quod videtis, man- 
ducaturi estis;—sacramentum aliquod vobis commendavi, spiritaliter 
intellectum vivificabit vos. Etsi necesse est illud visibiliter celebrari, 
oportet tamen invisibiliter intelligi. 

(t) Sermo lxxi. de verbis Domini, tom. v. pars i. p. 391. MTlud 
etiam [siquis manducaverit ex hoc pane vivet in eternnm| quomodo 
intellecturi sumus? Numquid etiam illos hic poterimus accipere, de 
quibus dicit Apostolus, quod judicium sibi manducent et bibant; cum 
ipsam carnem manducent, et ipsum sanguinem bibant? Numquid et 
Judas magistri venditor et traditor impius, (quamvis primum ipsum 
manibus Ipsius confectum sacramentum carnis et sanguinis Ejus cum 
ceteris discipulis, sicut apertius Lucas Evangelista declarat, mandu- 
caret et biberet) mansit in Christo, aut Christus in eo? Jam multi 
denique, qui vel corde ficto carnem illam manducant et sanguinem 
bibunt, vel cum manducaverint et biberint, apostate: fiunt, numquid 
manent in Christo, aut Christus in eis? sed profecto est quidam modus 
manducandi illam carnem, et bibendi illum sanguinem, quo modo qui 
manducaverit et. biberit, in Christo manet, et Christus in eo. 

(tt) S. Ambros. De Sacrament., lib. v. cap. 4. p. 378. | Ed. Par. 
Dixi vobis, quod ante verba Christi quod offertur, panis dicatur; ubi 
Christi verba deprompta fuerint, jam non panis dicitur, sed corpus 
appellatur. 

(u) Serm. exii. Ibid.: Quis est panis de regno Dei, nisi Qui dicit, 
Ego sum panis vivus, qui de celo descendi? noli parare fauces, sed 


cor. Inde commendata est ista coena. Ecce credimus in Christum, 


cum fide accipimus. In accipiendo novimus quid cogitemus. Modi- 
cum accipimus, et in corde saginamur. Non ergo quod videtur, sed 
quod creditur, pascit. cb 

(w) De verbis Apostoli, Serm. cxxxi. Ibid. p. 640, 641. Audi- 


vimus veracem Magistrum, Divinum Redemptorem, hunianum Salva- 
torem, commendantem nobis pretium nostrum, sanguinem suam. 


Locutus est enim nobis de corpore et sanguine suo: corpus dixit 
escam, sanguinem potum, sacramentum fidelum agnoscunt Fideles. 


—Tunc autem hoc erit, id est, vita erit unicuique corpus et sanguis i 
Christi; si quod in sacramento visibiliter sumitur, in ipsa veritate by 
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spiritaliter manducetur, spiritaliter bibatur. Audivimus enim Ipsum 
Dominum dicentem, Spiritus est, qui vivificat. 

(x) Enchiridion, tom. vi. pars i. p. 238, Neque negandum est, 
defunctorum animas pietate suorum viventium relevari, cum pro illis 
sacrificium Mediatoris offertur, vel eleemosynz in ecclesia fiunt. Sed 
iis hee prosunt, qui cum viverent, ut hec sibi postea prodesse pos- 
sent, meruerunt.—Est enim quidam vivendi modus, nec tam bonus 
ut non requirat ista post mortem, nec tam malus ut ei non prosint ista 
post mortem—Quocirca hic omne meritum comparatur, quo possit 
post hanc vitam relevari quispiam vel gravari. 

(y) De civitate Dei, lib. x. cap. 5. tom. vii. p. 241. Sacrificium 
ergo visibile invisibilis sacrificii sacramentum, id est, sacrum signum 
est. 

(z) Ibid. cap. 6. Hoc est sacrificium Christianorum: multi unum 
corpus in Christo. Quod etiam sacramento altaris fidelibus noto fre- 
quentat Ecclesia, ubi ei demonstratur, quod in ea re quam offert, ipsa 
offeratur. 

[A] Zbid. lib. x. cap. 20. p. 256. Jesus Christus sacrificium maluit 
esse quam sumere—per hoc et sacerdos est, Ipse offerens, Ipse et 
oblatio. Cujus rei sacramentum quotidianum esse voluit Ecclesiz 
sacrificium : que cum Ipsius capitis corpus sit, seipsam per Ipsum 
discit offerre. Hujus veri sacrificii multiplicia variaque signa erant 
sacrificia prisca sanctorum. 

(B) Ibid. lib. xvi. cap. 22. p. 435. [Cum Melchisedec Abrahe 
benediceret] ibi primum apparuit sacrificium, quod nunc a Christianis 
offertur toto terrarum orbe. 

(C) Ibid. lib. xvii. cap. 5. p. 467. Manducare panem; quod est, est 
in Novo Testamento sacrificium Christianorum.—p. 466. He pro- 
duces the words of God to Eli, 1 Sam. ii. 36, and adds, Quod ergo 
addidit, manducare panem, etiam ipsum sacrificii genus eleganter ex- 
pressit, de quo dicit sacerdos Ipse, Panis, quem Ego dedero, caro 
mea est pro seculi vita. Ipsum est sacrificium, non secundum ordinem 
Aaron, sed secundum ordinem Melchisedec: qui legit, intelligat. 

(D) bid, lib. xvii. cap. 17. p. 480. Tu es sacerdos in eternum, ex 
eo quod jam nusquam est sacerdotium et sacrificium secundum or- 
dinem Aaron, et ubique offertur sub sacerdote Christo, quod protulit 
Melchisedec, quando benedixit Abraham. 

_(E) Ibid. cap. 20. p. 484. Non est bonum homini, nisi quod man- 
ducabit, et bibet. Quid credibilius dicere intelligitur, quam quod ad 
participationem mens hujus pertinet, quam sacerdos Ipse Mediator 
Testamenti Novi exhibet secundum ordinem Melchisedec de corpore 
et sanguine suo? Id enim sacrificium successit omnibus illis sacri- 
ficiis Veteris Testamenti, quee immolabantur in umbra futuri: propter 
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quod etiam vocem illam in Psalmo xxxix. [nobis x].] Ejusdem Media- 
toris per prophetiam loquentis agnoscimus: sacrificium et oblationem 
noluisti, corpus autem perfecisti mihi. Quia pro omnibus illis sacri- 
fictis et oblationibus corpus Ejus offertur, et participantibus minis- 
tratur. 

(F) Lib. xxi. cap. 25. p. 646, 647. Non sacramento tenus, sed 
revera corpus Christi manducare, [id est] in Christo manere, ut in 
illo maneat et Christus. 

[G] Contra Faustum, lib. xix. cap. 13. tom. viii. p. 820. Prima 
sacramenta ablata sunt—et alia sunt instituta virtute majora, utilitate 
meliora, actu faciliora, numero pauciora. 

(H) Ibid. lib. xx. cap. 18. Christiani peracti ejusdem sacrificii 
memoriam celebrant, sacrosancta oblatione et participatione corporis 
et sanguinis Christi. 

(I) Ibid. cap. 21. p. 348. Sacrificare Deo in memoriis martyrum, 
quod frequentissime facimus, illo duntaxat ritu, quo Sibi sacrificari 
Novi Testamenti manifestatione precepit: quod pertinet ad illum 
cultum, qui Jatria dicitur, et Uni Deo debetur. 

(K) Ibid. p. 348. Hujus sacrificii caro et sanguis ante adventum 
Christi per victimas similitudinum promittebatur ; in passione Christi 
per ipsam veritatem reddebatur; post ascensum Christi per sacra- 
mentum memorie celebratur. 

(L) Ibid. Contra adversarium Legis et Prophetarum, lib. i. cap. 20. 
p. 571. Mentioning Malachi i. 11, he says, Incensum enim, quod 
est Greece Ovuiaua, sicut exponit Johannes in Apocalypsi, orationes 
sunt sanctorum. 

(M) Jbid. lib. ii. cap. 9. p. 599. Mediatorem Dei et hominum, 
hominem Christum Jesum, carnem suam nobis manducandam biben- 
dumque sanguinem dantem, fideli corde atque ore suscipimus. 

(N) Contra Cresconium, lib. i. cap. 25. tom. ix. p. 408. Quid, de 
ipso corpore et sanguine Domini, unico sacrificio pro salute nostra? 
Quamvis Ipse Dominus dicat, Nisi quis manducaverit carnem Filii 
hominis, et biberit Ejus sanguinem, non habebit vitam, &c., nonne 
idem Apostolus docet etiam hoc perniciosum male utentibus fieri? P 


‘Ait enim: Quicumque manducaverit panem, et biberit calicem Domini nae 
indigne, reus erit corporis et sanguinis Domini. | 
(O) De spiritu et litera, cap. 11. tom. x. pars i. p. 94. owen 







—Dei cultus dici poterat, qui in hoc maxime constitutus est, ut anim: 
Ei non sit ingrata. Unde et in ipso verissimo et singulari sacrificio, — 
Domino Deo nostro gratias agere admonemur. 

(P) De Meritis ac Remissione peccatorum, lib. i. cap. 24. Ibid. p. 3 9. 
“Optime Punici Christiani baptismum ipsum nihil aliud quam sal fem a 
-et sacramentum corporis Christi nihil aliud quam vitam vocent. — 
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Unde, nisi ex antiqua, ut existimo, et apostolica traditione, qua ec- 
clesie Christi institutum tenent, preter baptismum et participationem 
mensze Dominice, non solum ad regnum Dei, sed nec ad salutem et 
vitam zternam posse quemquam hominum pervenire '—Quid aliud 
{tenent] etiam, qui sacramentum mensz Dominicz vitam vocant, nisi 
quod dictum est, Ego sum panis. 

(Q) De Peccatorum meritis, ac remissione, lib. ii. cap. 26. Ibid. 
p. 62, 63. Quod accipiunt [Catechumeni], quamvis non sit corpus 
Christi, sanctum est tamen, et sanctius quam cibi quibus alimur, 
quoniam sacramentum est. Verum et ipsos cibos, quibus ad necessi- 
tatem sustentande hujus vite alimur, sanctificari idem Apostolus 
dixit, per verbum Dei et orationem, qua oramus, utique nostra cor- 
puscula refecturi. Sicut ergo ista ciborum sanctificatio non efficit, ut 
quod in os intraverit non in yentrem vadat et in secessum emittatur 
per corruptionem, qua terrena omnia solvuntur, unde et ad aliam 
escam nos Dominus hortatur; ita sanctificatio catechumeni, si non 
fuerit baptizatus, non ei valet ad intrandum in regnum ccelorum, aut 
ad peccatorum remissionem. 

(R) De Trinitate, lib. iii. cap. 4. tom. viii. p. 798. Nec linguam 
quippe ejus, nec membranas, nec atramentum, nec. significantes sonos 
linguze editos, nec signa literarum conscripta pelliculis, corpus Christi 
et sanguinem dicimus; sed illud tantum, quod ex frugibus terrze ac- 
ceptum et prece mystica consecratum rite sumimus ad salutem spiri- 
talem in memoriam pro nobis Dominice passionis: quod cum per 
manus hominum ad illam visibilem speciem perducatur, non sanctifi- 
catur, ut sit tam magnum sacramentum, nisi operante invisibiliter 
Spiritu Dei. 


N. B. This is misplaced, but cannot now be removed, because the 
reader is directed to it by the letter R. 


S. Joannres Curysostomus floruit A.D. 398. 
Ed. Savile, 1612. 


(a) Homil. ad populum Antioch., tom. vi. p. 605. “Exets rpawegav 
—TVEULATERTY Bother pabeiv, mas Kai rpane{a oot yiverat ; 6 
tpw@yov Mod Thy odpka év "Epoi pévet, 

(b) De Incomprehensibili Dei natura. Ibid. p. 407. pddpa éavé- 
vata, ért rod pev ovvdovdrAo0v Siareyouévov, moAX? 1) omovd:), émirerapern 7 








mpoOvpia cvveOovvrwy adddAndovs Kal pexpe TéEAOVS Tapapevovtwy. Tod dE 
Xpicrod haiverOat pédrXovros emi rav iepov Mvaornpiwv, Kevyn Kal Epnuos 7 
exkAnaia yiverat. 

De Beato Philogonio, tom. v. p, 509. ‘H yap rpdame{a adrn ragéw 


rhs paryns mAnpot. Kal yap Kai evradOa Keiverat Td TOpa Td AeoTroTiKoy, ovxt 
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eomapyavwpuevov, KaOdrep TéTe, G\da Ivedpate mavtaxdbev ‘Ayio mepioteh= 
Adpevov. icacw of peuynpevos Ta Kéyoueva. of pév ody payor mpouEKUYNOaY 
pdvov’ ov be, av pera xabapod mpocédAOns cvveddros, kai haBeiv wor Auto 
cvyxepnoopey, kal amedGeiv oikdde. 

(d) In Psalm. cix. tom. i. p. 731. Kal dia ri etre, xara trav taéw 
MeAxioedéx ; kai dua ra Muornpia, Gre Kaxeivos prov Kal oivoy mpoonveyke 
TO “ABpaay* kal bia. Td eAevOepay eivar awd Tod vduov ravTny Thy lepw- 
ovvny. 

(e) In Psalm. cxxxili. Ibid. p. 821. dons évvénoov &yoovvns cor 
dei 7d TOAAG peifova cipBoda deLapeva, Sv edéEato ra dyia rév dylov Tore. a 
od yap xepouBip exerts, GAN Adrov Tav xepouBip Aeomdrny évotkodvta’ ovde 
crapuvoy kal pavva kai mAdKas AiOwvas, Kal Thy pdBdov Thy "Aapdv, GAG SGpa 
kat Aiua Aeorrotixoy, Kai veda avti ypduparos, Kai xdpey brepBaivovcay 
Aoytopov avOparwwoy, Kai Swpedy dvexdipyntov. dow perCdvov nE@Ons cvp= 
Bodov, xa ppixtav pvotnpiov, rocotr@ peiovos imevOuvos ef Tis éyww= s 
auvns, Kal melovos Koddoews, ei mapaBaivys Ta éemiteTaypeva. 

(f) In Psalm. xcv. (citans verba Meee? Ibid. p.918. “Opa mas 
AaumpGs kai wepupavads tiv pvotikyy Hppnvevoe tpdmeCav, Thy dvaipaxrov 
Ouciay ; Ovpiapa 8é éyet Kabapdv, thy mpocevxny Thy dyiay THY pera THs o 
Ouaias dvapepopévny. éoti pév otv Ovoia Kabapa, mporn pev 7) pvoTiKh Tpd= 
meCa, TO ovpaviov, Td UrepKoopoy Odua. a 

(g) Ibid. p. 919. "Eyes obv mparny bvciav, rb Swtnptov Adpov* dev= 
Tépav, Thv Tov Mapriper* tpirny, THY THs mpooevxns’ TeTapTnY, THY TOU E 
Grahaypov’ méeurrny, thy ths Sikatoovyns’ Exrny, THY THs eAenmoourys” 
EBddunv, thy ths alvécews’ dyddnv, Thy Tis KaTavikews’ evvaTny, THY THS 
tarewoppoovyns’ Sexarny, Thy Tov KnpvypaTos, 

(h) De Sacerdotio, lib. iii. tom, vi. p. 16. "“Eornke yap 6 tepeds, ot 
mip Katabépwy, adda Td Iveta rd “Aytov, kal thy ixernpiay emt wokv 














moteirat, ovx iva tis Aapmas avobev dpbcioa katavakoon Ta mpokeimeva, GAN” 
iva 1) xapis emimecotoa TH Ovaia, bv éxeivns tas GmdvTey avan Wuyxas. 
(i) Lib. vi. Ibid. p. 46. “Orav 8é kai rd Lvedpa 7d “Aytov Kady, Kal THY 
ppixwdecrarny émiteAH Ovoiay, kai Tov Kowwod TavT@y cuvEXa@s epantytar . 
Acorérov, mov ragopev avrtov ; <a 
(k) De proditione Jude, tom. v. p. 557. Ev airy tH tpamely éxd= 
Tepov yiverat Idoxa, kai rd Tov Tumov, Kal Td THs GAnOeias. Kabamep yap of S 
Coypapot év abr@ Te mivakt Kal Tas ypdppas mepidyouct, Kal THY oKLaY ypa= 
ovat, Kat rére THY GAnOevay Tv XpwudTev adit@ émireOeacw" ovT@ kal 
Xpioros éroingey, én’ aditns ths Tpamé{ns Kal Td TumiKoy Taoxa bm 
kal 7d adnOwov mpocéOnke. reds 
(1) Ibid. p. 559. Ov8€ yap avOpards éorw ‘O rovev Ta mpoxeiueva 
o6at Sapa Kai Aiwa Xpicrov* adn Adros 6 cravpwbels irep huav & 
oxHpa TANpSy EoTykev 6 iepeds, Ta pyuata Pbeyydpevos exeiva’ 7H de 
kal 9 xdpts, rod Geod earl. Tottd Mov éori ro Sapa, Pyotr, TovTo 7d 


# 
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Se eAatfas va upentipera. ad aaBinep 4 Gar} Zecing § Meywwow" atte 
ee eee ne: OOF sloren B5 ww8 piven ire 
eed airy Seek Nex Gcsvn na Exiarye spinctar co vais cexdyuions, 
€xeivou peypt onpepor, kai peypt THs AvTov mapovoias, Tyy Ovoiay axnpric- 

(m) Homil. in Cemeterii appellationem, Ubid. p. 566. “Oray éorpKq 
=po THs tpare(ys G icpeds, ras ycipas arvareiver cis Tor Ovpardr, KahGr TO 
Hivetpa vo “Ayor, rou wapayereoGat cai Gyacba tar wpoxeierar, woAAR 
Gengia, sOAG oxy}. Era BIS wiv sper vb Uvcipa, Seay nar’Aby, Svar 
Gyyrat tay mpoxeizéver, tay ibys To xpdSaroy eogayparperoy Kai axnp- 
oayess 5 

(mn) De Resurrectione mortuorum, tom. vi. p. 713. Ei yap py 9r 
appaSer tov Urevparos cai ror, ox dy ovrcory To Saxtwpa, ovK ay duap- 
Tyarer Gdeots Cyevero, ot Gy Bucawowry Kai dywopes, ovx ay viobeciay 
€haBoper, ctx dy Muornpier arekavcaper (SSpa yap cai Aiva Mvoricoy 
ote Gy mire yerotro tis rod Hvevparos ydptros yepis) ob« Gy icpéas éoyAxa- 
yiver Eat. 

_ (@) Homil. de Penitentia, or, de Eucharistia in Enceniis. Ibid. 
p- 791. Mia Gri Gpros coriv Tas, pad Eri olvds Eat popicys” ov yap és ai 
Rorrai BpScas cis adedpSva yepei. araye, py Touro poet. GAN’ Somep 
wopile curchicxerOa ra Mvorgpia TH Tou Separes ovcia. A little before 
_ this citation are these words, xvpis svevparixod éx tis axypdrrou araShv- 
ferros tpare{ns. 


_(@0) Hom. de filio prodigo, post medium, tom. vii. p. 543. a 


a Erm we see mirerntones 24 
 (p) Homil. 7. sittin sen: x.y 48. “0382 yap Sep aed 
has paella alt chal thamenaadhaabihtat 
Bohor, da (ams yéyorer airir. 
Ae ae sn 2S. <tr nagar ae cain maetheschaeermi 
dus 84 Kai 6 iepeis iwép ris cixoupéras, ixép rae xporéper, bxép raw rir, 
ixip tér yermBivrer Enxpocter, tmip ray peri raira éoouérar [eis] fuas 
_ (r) Homil. 50. In Matthewm. Tbid. p. 332. Ts 3 xpoced6ei pera 
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id 3 4 ”~ > ‘ , \ , > \ i A 4 a 
mwioTews, ov TO AaBeww eori pdvoy Td mpokeipevov, GAA Kal TO peTa KaOapas 
kapdias dacbat, rd odt@ SiakeicOa, as Atte mpociovras TS Xpiotg@. Ti 
yap «i pu) ovis dxovers; Pbeyyouevov Adrod [-dxovers | dia rav Evayyedu- 

a ’ A a a e 
oTay. wisrevoate Toivuy, drt Kai viv éxeivo TO Seimvdr éoTw, ev @ Aros 
2. 2 e Qs \ > ~ “a / > Os \ “A A » 
avéxeito’ ovdev yap ekeivo todrou Steynvoxev. ovdé yap TodTo pev GvOpwtros 
epyagerat’ ékeivo dé Adrds* adda kal Todro Kdkeivo Aitos’ Gray Toivuy Tov 
iepéa éemididodvrd cot tdys, pr Tov iepéa voce Tov TodTo TotodyTa, GANG THY 

a a cal Fz 
Tov Xptorov xeElpa eivar exrewwopmerny. 

(s) Homil. in Matth. 82. Ibid. p. 510. Kat Adrés obv émev && abrod, 
0 “~ L ho 
wa 4 TavTa akovovtes eltact, Ti ody, aia Tivomer, Kal oapKa éeoOioper ; 

‘ , - > “ ‘ \ ¢ ‘ ‘ , 2 / , 
kai tére OopuBnOdow évrevOev. kai yap dre rods epi TovT@y ékivet Aéyous, 
Kai mpos Ta pnuara Tava wohAol éxkavdariCovto’ iva ody pi Kal TéTe Tapay= 
O01, mp&tos Adros Toiro éroinuey évadywv airovs drapdyes eis Tv KoWe= 
viavy Tay Mvuornpiav. 

(t) Ibid. p. 513. Odre kal émi rév prvotnpioy modpev, od Tois KeLpe- 
vows wdvov €uBdérovtes, GANG TA pyyuata Adtod KaréxovTes. 6 perv yap hoyas 

> ake , ¢ 4 oy] 64k > , ‘ 2 2a7 
Avrov dmapaddyiotos, 7 Sé aicOnots nuay eveEamdrnros’ otros ovderore 
duerrecev, aitn S€ ra mrelova opdAdetat. rel ody 6 Adyos Hyat, Todrd eats 

a "A cal 
TO TGud Mov, kal weOapueba, kai micrev@per, Kal vonrois A’rd Brérapev 
a : a Py > o 
opOarpois, ovdev yap aicOnrdv mapéSwxev huiv 6 Xpiords* aGXX’ aicOnrois 
bev mpdypact, wavra S€ vonra. 

(u) Ibid. p. 514. Sxdmee roivur, py Kat abrds evoxos yévy Tod cdparos 
kai TOU aivaros tod Xpiorov. éxeivor karéeopakay Td Tavayov SGua" ov de 
¢ ~ ¢ , a FS , € cy ca 4 > a , ’ 
pumapa vrodexn Wuxn.—kal advapvpet ‘Eavrov quiv. kal od tH wiaret povov, 
GANG Kal av’Te TO TPA t Sama Ad’tod nuas KatacKevater’ Tivos ody ovK 

TO Tpdypare Tou ov muas a ivos ou 
4 U > , > , a , 
ede. kaOapwrepoy eivat tavtns amodavovta tis Ovcias ; 
‘ > 2 a 

(w) Ibid. p. 515. Kav orparnyds ris 7, Kav Urapxos, Kav atrds 6 Td 
Siadnua meptkeipevos, avakiws d5é€ mpocin, K@dvoov. peifova ékeivov Ti 
> , »~ ° A : Ee > ~ > ‘ , 4 > ‘. , 
eLovoiay €xeis.—ei 5€ adtds od Todas, euol mpdcaye, Kal ov cvyx@pnT@ 

a A a ~ oe 
Tavita ToApaoba. Kai Td aiwa Td €pavtod mponropuat mpdrepoy, 7) ToD Aiparos 
peradacw ottw pptkadous mapa To mpoojKov. 3 

(x) Homil. in Joannem xiv. tom. ii. p. 609. Kai dysacpds Kal dysa> 
opos, Kat Barricpa kal Biases kat @voia kai Oucia, Kal vads Kai vads, : 


kal meptropy Kal mepiropy’ ovT@ kal xdpis Kal xdpes* GAN’ exeiva pev os 









TUToL, Tata dé ws dAnOea. é 
(y) Hom. 47. Ibid. p. 750. Tatra mavra Seu puortikds voeiv kal mvev= ; 
parik@s—rvedud éott, Kal Con’ rovtéoti, Ocia Kal mvevpdrixd eat. Ti ‘ ob”; 
ovk torw 4 cdpé Adrod cdp&; Kal opddpa pev obv. Kai rds elmev, } cape 
ovk @pedet oddév; od wept THs “Eavrod capkds éyov, [uy yevorro | 
Tepl TOY capkiKas éekapBavdvt@y Ta heyopueva. Ti OE €oTL TO TAPKLKAS 1 
gat; td dmdas els ra mpokeipeva SpGv.—Xpiy 81 pat) oUTw Kpivety Trois opr 
pévois, GANA mdvta Ta pvoTHpia Tois évBoy dpOadpois Karomrevew. TadT 
yap €ort mvevparikas, 
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(z) Hom. 46. Ibid. p. 746. “Iva ody pH pdvov Kara thy dyarny TodTo 
[ év] yevopeOa, dda kal kar’ adrd Td mpaypya eis exeivny dvakepacOepev Thy 

, ‘ a “ a , 5 > / , can r 
cdpka, dia THs Tpophs TovTo yiverat, hs €xapioaro, BovAdpevos Hui deigat 
rov mdbov, dv Exer wept nuas. Sid TodTO avéustev “Eavrov nyiv, kal avépupe 
7) Sa@pa Advrod cis nuds, iva ey te yevopueba, kabarep copua Kehadf ovynp- 
févor. 

(A) Ibid. p. 747. Totro rd Aiwa diws AapBavdpevoy edavver pev dai- 

\ s2¢ — “ “- s 3 \ ¢ a ‘ A 

povas kai moppabev eivar tote, Kadet be ayyéAous mpos Nas, Kai Toy Aeo- 
Tovrov xapis ovk érdApa 6 dpxvepeds eis Ta aduTa 





mOTHY TaY ayyéhov" 
eiotevas’ Todro rd Atpa iepéas exetpordvet’ Totto éxdOnpev duaprias €v 
rois rumots* «i Sé év rois TUmots TooavTHy eoxev icxdy, ei THY OKAY OUTaS 6 
Oavaros eprite, tiv "Adndevay Adrny, ele pot, Tas ovK dy epoBNOn ; 
Todro e&exv0n rd Aiua, Kai Tov otpavdy emoinoe Bardv. dpixra dvtws Ta 





puotnpia Tis exkAncias, ppixrov dvrws Td Ovovacrnpiov’ then he compares 
the Eucharist to the tree of life. 

(B) Ibid. Ez yap of purodvres thy roppipay tiv Bacidixyy KoddCovrat 
Gpoiws, Somep of Siappyyvuvtes* ri dmetkds Kal Tovs dxabdpr@ Siavoia dexo- 
pevous TO LOua, Thy adrhy tmopeivat Tiwwpiay trois AvTo Suappnéacr dia 
Tay Her. 

(C) In Acta Apostolorum, Hom. 21. tom. iv. p. 735. °Ev xepoiv 
9) Ovcia, kai mayra mpdKevrac nitpemiopéeva’ mapevow ”Ayyedot, Apxyayyedot’ 
mapeativ 6 “Yws Tod Geod* pera rooa’rns pixns éornkacw amavtes’ trape- 
arnkacw ékeivor [Ardxovor] Bodrres, mdvtav ovyavTwv, Kal Hy dwdds 
yiweoOa Ta ywdpeva; ovKody Kai Ta adda amas, kal Ta bmép THs "ExkAn-= 
vias, kal Ta brep Tav iepeav mpoodepdueva, Kal Ta brép ToD mANPeopaTos ; 
py yéevorro’ adda mdvyta peta Tiotews yiverat’ Ti oles Td bmép Mapripoy 
mpoopéperOai ; TO KAnOjvat €v exeivy TH Spa; Kav pdprupes dor, Kav imép 
papripey, weyadn Tian, TO dvopacOqva, Tod Aeomdrov mapévros, Tov Oaya- 
rov émurehoupevou éxelvov, ths ppixrijs Ovoias, tov apdatev Mvornpior. 

(D) Homil. 7. In primam Epistolam ad Corinth., tom. iii. p. 280. 
Muoripiov Kadeirat, dre oby dep dp@pev muorevopev GAN erepa dpaper, 
kal €repa miotevopuer. ToLavTn yap 7 Tév pvotnpiay jpav dvots. érépws 
your eye, kal érépws 6 dmoros Tepl rovrwy diaxeipeba.—dxovav dodrpov 
exeivos, GmAGs Udwp vopifer’ eya b€ od 7d dpdpuevoy dmrOs BEra, GAA Tov 
Tis Wouxijs kabappov rov did rod Uvevparos.—dxovw capa Xpicrod" érépws 
ey® vo@ Td eipnuévoy, érépws 6 dmioros. Kk. T,X. 

(E) Homil. 18. in secundam Epistolam ad Corinth. Ibid. p. 647. 
“Eort S¢ Gov odS€ diéoryev 6 iepeds rod dpxopevov* olov, érav drodaveww 
dey trav ppixrdv pvornpiov’ dspoiws yap mdvtes akwotpeba tov airav— 
maow év Spa mpdkerra, Kat Wornpioy ey" 

_N. B. This is misplaced, but cannot now be removed, because the 
reader is directed to it by the letter E. 
(F) Hom. 24. in Epistolam primam ad Corinth., tom. iii. p. 396. 
f 
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A , “ > , > a te | , »~ ¢ a 
To wornptoy tis evdoyias, 6 evAoyovpev, OvXt Kotv@via TOD Aiwaros Tod 
Xpicrod eott; ohddpa moras Kai hoBepds eipnkev. 6 yap éyet, ToUTo 
»~ .« @ A Sor 2 , xa > Se anes ee es. | ~ ¢ a 
€oTl OTL ToUTO TO Ev ToTNpi@ by, “Exeivd €or. TO amd THs TAEUPas pedoar, 
kal ’Exeivov peréxoper. 

(G) Ibid. p. 397. ’Evraiéa 5€ emi Td wohA@ hpixwdeorepov kai peya- 
Aomperéotepov tHv iepovpyiay peteakevace, Kal THY Ovoiay adtny apueiipas, 

> pe ee, | a: - bh eed oa A / 2 
kai avti ths Tov Gdéyor ohayis ‘Eavrév mpoodépev kehevoas. 

(H) Ibid, ‘O dpros, dv kdepev, odxi Kowvwvia Tod SHparos Tod Xpiorod 
éort; Suati pi cime, peroyn ; Ort mA€ov ti SnAGoat HBovAHON, Kat ToAAHY 
> D \ ’ > \ a , , Say Pe a 
evdeiEacOar tHv ovvadeiay. od yap TO peréxew pdvov kai petahapBavew, 
GrAa Kal tT@ Evodaba Kowavodpev. Kabdrep yap To Z@pa ’Ekeivo Hverat 
T@ Xpiote, ottw kal Hucis Ad’t@ Sia tov aprov rovrov évovpeOa. Sid ti OE 

, a a A A a-\ 4 a > , > ‘ QO - 
mpoaéOnkev, dv KAOwev ; TodTO yap emi pev THS Evxapiorias éeoriv ideiv yi- 
vopevov' emt S€ tod oravpod ovKért, GAAG Kal TovyayTioy TOUT@" he refers — 
to John xix. 36. 


(1) Ibid. Evra éredav eize, kowwvia tov Smparos, 76 S€ Kowwvorty Ere- 


pov €or ékeivov, of Kowwvel, kal Tavtny tHv Soxodcay eivar pikpay Staho- 
pay aveivev, elm@v yap, kowovia Tou Swparos eCytnoe madw eyyvrepdv TE q 
elreiv* 810 Kal emnyayev, “Ort eis aptos, vy o@pa eopev of moAdol. Ti yap 
A¢yo Koweviav, Pynol; avté eopev exeivo TO Gaya. Ti yap €oTW 6 apTos; | 
Sapa Xpictov. ri de enoostas of peradauBdvovies; TGpa Xptarovd. obxt 
copata ToAAd, GAAa capa ev. Kabamep yap 6 aptros €k TmoAhav ovyreipevos | 
KOKK@Y Hv@TaL, K. T. A. “ 

(K) Ibid. ’Exe:d), 4 mpotépa tis capkds piats } amd yis SvamhacOcica © 
dard tis duaptias épOace vexpwbjvat, Kai Cwis yeveoOar epnuos, érépav, as 
dy etroe tis, pacav kal Counv émevonyaye, tiv ‘Eavrod Sdpka, puaoer pev ob- 
cav thy avtnv, dpaptias dSé amndAaypéerny kal (was yépovoay® Kal maquw 
Zeer adrijs perarauBavew, va tavry tpepdpevot, Kal THY mporéepay amobE- 
pevor Thy vexpay, els thy Cony Thy aOdvatoy dia THs Tpamétns. dvaxeparda- 
















pev Tavrns. Z 

(L) Ibid. p. 399. és 1d Sapa rod emi mavtav Oct, Td Guapor, TO q 
kaOapov, 7d TH Ocia ekeivy Hioer durrqaav, dv 6 eopey Kai Capen, &e of 
mbrat Oavdtov KatekddoOnoay, Kat ovpavod dyides dveoxOnaav, Tovro pera 4 
roaavTns UBpews Anrdpueda ; j 

(M) Ibid. p. 400. 30 dé otk ep suck 6pas, GAN év Ovatacrnpio, ot 
yuvaika katéxovoay, GAd’ iepéa mapeorara, kai Tveipa pera xan 
dayideias Tols mpokeypevois E:birTdpevoy. . 

(N) Ibid. p. 401. °“Qomep yap 16 as eruxe mpocievat, Kivduvos, 0 
Td py Kowvwveiy Tay Muotixay Acimvay ékeivor, Aids Kal Gavaros. Pe. - 

(O) Homil. 3. In Epistolam ad Philippenses, tom. iv. p. 20. Ov 
eikn Tavita evopobernOn bro tev Arocrdédar, Td ent trav ppikTray. Mve 
pynpny yiverOa tov dredOdvrav. icaow abrois modd Képdos “yivdpevo 
Ay tiv aprcrarv. Grav yap éorjen ads SAdKANpos xeipas dvareiva 
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mripepa ieparixiy, kat mpoxénrar ) pprxty Ovoia, rds od dve@mnoopev 
trép rovreav toy Gedy tapakadodrtes ; 
(P) In Epistolam ad Hebreos. Homil. 17. Ibid. p. 523. Opoodé- 


pomev pev, GAX avdpynow movotpevor Tov Oavdrov Avro. 





THY avThY 
[Ovciay] aici movodpev* wadddv Se dvaprnow épyatopeba Ovalas. 

(Q) 1 Epistol. ad Cesarium, tom. iii. p. 22, ed. Paris. p. 744. 
ed. Traj. 1687. Antequam sanctificetur panis, panem quidem nomina- 
mus, divina autem illum sanctificante gratia, mediante sacerdote, 
liberatus est quidem ab appellatione panis, etiamsi natura panis in ipso 
permansit, et non duo corpora sed unum Filii corpus preedicatur. 


Vicror AnTIOCcCHENUSs in Biblioth. P.P. Col. Acrrp. A.D. 1610, 
floruit circa Ann. Dom. 401. 


In 8S. Marci Evangelium, cap. xiv. tom. iv. p. 380. Cum autem 
[Dominus] ad apostolos dicit, Hoe est Corpus Meum. Item: Hic est 
Sanguis Meus; certo apud se statuant vult, posteaquam benedictio 
et gratiarum actio, ad panem, vel calicem propositam acéesserit, per 
panis quidem symbolum, corporis Christi; per calicem vero, Ejusdem 
sanguinis participes se fieri, 


Crriitus Atexanprinus floruit A.D. 412. 
Edit. Lutetie, A.D. 1638. 


(a) Glaphyra in Gen., lib. ii, tom. 1. p. 61. Aéyerar dé ths imep 
vopov iepwovvns cvpBodor, Td KaTevhoynoar Tov "ABpaay, oivdy Te Kab 
aiprous aiT@ mapacxeiv, evroyovpeOa yap ox érépws Tapa Xpiorov. 

(aa) Ibid. Adrov 8€ ris iepwotvns tov tpdmov, cis mapddergw tod 
mpaypotos émoveiro capy. dprovs yap Kal oivoy eGexdpifev 6 MeAxuoeder. 

(b), De adoratione in Spiritu, &c. Lib. x. p. 355. (Hereticos de- 
scribens.), Tapa tiv obcay ddnbas dyiav oxnviy, éavrois érépay Siarny- 
yuvtes, Kat €&@ Ovovres tov dpvdv, Kal drwrdtw mou Tis pias amopépovTes 
oikias, Kal pepiCovres Tov apeépioroy. 

(c) Jbid, lib. xiii. p. 457. Snyuaiver pev  rpamela, thy mpdbecw 
éxovoa Tay aprev, THY dvaipaxtov Ouaiay, SC Hs evAoyoupeOa Tov Gprov 
éaxbiovres Tov €€ odpavod, Tovtéott, Xpiordv. 

(d) Ibid. lib. xvii. p. 605, 606. Mupias pév yap doa rédeci Te Kab 
Kopas 7) tev "lovdaiwy émemdnOn xopa, Tedeiv dé kab Ta iepd Kai Tov emi TO 
Ldo-xya vopov, ev porn S¢€ xpavar rH ayia woder SuerUTOV Oeds——as ovK dy 
ein Oéuis 7d eri Xpror@ pvotnproy, Kad” by dy Edovro Tpdmov, your ev TéT@ 
navre Svvacbat mrAnpody. XSpos yap pdvos 6 Tpérav avT@, Kai oikedTaTos adn- 
Oas, 4 dyia mddus, TovTéoTW, 7} ExkAnola, €v 7 Kal vopipds iepevs, kai did 
xetpav Hyvaopevey reeirar ra iepd, kal Oupiaua mpooépetar TO mavTov 
kparotvrt Oe, kai Ovaia kabapa, kara Thy Tod Lpodynrov Pavny. 
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(e) In Malachiam, tom. iii. p. 830. Bpoayopeter S¢, dre péya kat 
emupaves Eorat Td dvoua A’rod mapa Tois ava macay Thy bm ovpavor, Kal EV 
mavre tTéom@ Te Kal €Over Ovoiat Kabapai Kai dvaipaxtot mpookopioOnoorrat 
7@ Ovdpatt Ad’rod, karacpixpuvdvtay A’toy ovKérs Tay lepoupyay, oUTE pny 
padipws mpockouifsvrav Ait@ tas mvevpatixas Aarpeias* ddd’ ev orovdy, 
kal emetkeia, Kal dyraoue Tas Tay vonrdv Ovp.apdrav edvwdias. dvakopiterw 
eorovdakétav, Tovréoti, mictiv, éAmida, aydmny, Kal ta e& Epywv ayabaor 
abxnpara, mpaumenayeyys dnAdovétt THs Xptotod Ouvoias sis ovpaviov Kat 
Cworatod, d:’ hs Katnpyntat Odvaros, kai 4) pOapri 8) avtn Kal amd vis 
aap audiéevyvra tiv apbapoiar. 

(f) In Johannem, lib. iv. cap. 2. tom. 4. p. 360. Treating on ie 
vi. 53, “‘ Except ye eat the flesh of,” &c., and having shewed in many 
words that Christ did not here shew the manner, how His flesh was 
to be eaten, but the advantage of eating It, and required them to 
believe, rather than to be inquisitive ; he adds, rois yap #5n memorev- 
koot, SuakAdoas Tov adprov édidov, Néywv' AdBere, payere’ Tovte Ear TO 
Laud Mov.—épas Ores Trois péev dvonraivovow ert, kal TO muiorevew aCyTnT os 
eEwboupévors, ovk eEnyeirat rod pvatnpiov Tov Tpdroyv, Tois dé 45n memiarev- 
kéou capéorata Sueroy edpioxera. and then repeating John vi. 53, he 
immediately subjoins, duéroyou yap mavredas, kal dyevorou pévovet Tis 
€v dyiaou@ Kal paxapidtyte Cons, of Sid THs pvoTiKns evAoyias ov Tapa 
SeEduevor rov Yidv. 

(g) Ibid. p. 365. “Qomep odv 6 Haddos Gyo, dri puxpa Coun Odov rd 
ipapya (upoi, obtws ddeyictn wddw eddoyia, ciprav Nuav eis EavTHY dva- 
upet rd capa, Kai tis idias. évepyeias avamAnpoi, oUTw Té ev Hiv yiverat 
Xptoros, kat jueis av mad ev AdTo. 60) OP 

(h) Ibid. p. 377. “Odor #5 7H (worms rod Tlvedparos evepyeia rd 
iStov c@pa mAnpot* Iveta yap Nourdv tv wdpka Kadei, Kal ovK avaTpé = 
Tov TO elvat odpka avrnv' dia dé TO akpas Hvdabai Te AUTO, Kal SAnY Thy 
At’tod thy Cwoydvoy evdvcacba Svvapiv, dpeihovoay dy naheloees TO 
IIvevpa. 

(i) Contra Nestorium, lib. v. tom. 6. p. 123. "Ev jpiv eore [xpords], | 
dia ths Bias capkds Cnvoroovens huas ev Ivevpars’ ov yap emreiOnmep ovK 
ecOierat Oedrnros,puars, dia TodTo Kody eivar ain tis dv Td dyov cOpa 
Xpurrod* eldévar dé dvaykaiov Ort idiov €ott THpa Tod mavTa (worrotodyTos 
Adyov. 

(l) Cyrilli et Synodi Alexandrine Epistol. in Act. Synodi Ephestath : 
G@cumenice. apud Binium, edit. Lutetie, A.D. 1636, vol. ii. p. 210, 
211. Tyv dvaipaxrov év rais *"ExkAnoiats redotpev Ovoiav’ mpooipey Te J 
oUT@ Tails pvoTiKais water kal dyia{opeOa, peroxor yevopevot THs TE E 


ovx ws avOparov tév Kab’ Huds évds, kal adriy eivar hoytotpeOa. mas yap — 


dyias oapkos, kal Tod Timiov atuaros Tov mavTwY seats S@Tnpos Xpirrov.— 


7 avOpanov oap& Cworoiws orat, Kata vow. thy éavTis; GAN os iay 


he ee 
Ake es ae giae 
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dAnbads yevouérny rod d¢ jpas Kai viod Kal dvOparov yeyovdros, Kal xpnua- 
ricavros’—[Kown yap oap& ov fworociv dSvvata. Kai Tovrov papris 
Abrés 6 Sarip, Méyov’ } caps odk apedei oddev’ 1O mvedud €oTe Td Cwo- 
motovv’ ereidi) yap idia yéyove Tov Adyou, TavTn Tol voeirat, Kal ¢att Cwo- 
trots”. | 

(m) Apud Victorem Antiochen. Marc. 14. MS. in Biblioth. Regis 
Galliz. Thomam de Aquino in Latina Catena P.P. in Luce 22. nec 
non in Nicete Catena Greca in Mattheum, a Balth. Corderio edita, 
inquit D. Grabe in Notis ad Ireneum, p. 397. “Iva pi) dmovapxnoopev 
odpka Te kal aiva mpoxeipeva Bdérortes ev dyias tpamélais Te exkAnoLar, 
gvykaiordpevos @s Oeds Tais nperépats doOeveias, evinat Tois mpoKetpevors 
Siva Cons, kai uebiotnow atta mpos évepyeiay ris ‘Eavtov oapkos, iva eis 
peOcEw Cworowy txopev adra, kal otov omépua Cworotdy ev hiv ebpeOy rd 
Tapa THs Cais. 


Tueoporitus floruit A.D. 423. 
Edit. Lutetiz, A.D. 1642. 


(a) In Genesin, Interrog. 55. tom, i. p, 44. ’ABeArnpias yap éaxdrns 
mpookuvel Td ec Oidpuevor. 

(b) In Exodum, Interrog. 24. p. 90. Kaxeivous er padeiv 8a rod 
cupBorov tHv Tov Geod Kndeyoviav’ Kal Huds Tos Tov Guopoy duvov Ovdyras 
yrava mpodiaypaperra tov rvrov. 

(c) In Leviticum, Interrog. 11. p. 124. és yap dv ris cwppovar, 
i) rb dxd@aprov dvopdcor Gedy, 6 pvoatrdpevos droarpéperat, 4 7d TO GAN- 
AiG Ged mpoohepdpevor, kai rap’ abrod écOidpevovr ; 

(d) In Psalm, cix. (nobis ex.) p. 852. “Apyeras 8 ris fepwotvns 
év tH vukri, peO” fv ro mdOos bméuewer’ Hvixa AaBdv apror, kal ebyapiory- 
as, €khace kal eime (he recites Matt. xxvi. 26 &c.) eipicxouev dé roy 
MeAxtoedex, kai iepéa dvta Kai Bacidéa’ Tiros yap fv Tod dAnOwod lepéws 
kai Baothéws’ kal mpoopépovta TH Oe otk Groya 6ipara, GAN’ Gprovs Kat 
olvov'-—ieparever 8¢ viv 6 e& "lovda kata cdpka BraoThoas Xpiotos, odk 
Aurds ti mpoopépwr, adda Trav mpoodepdvrwv Keadri xpnuaritwv’ capa 
yap Avrod thy *Exkdyoiay xadei, kat dia ravtns lepatever ds dvOpwros, 
Béxerac S€ Ta mpoohepopeva ws Oeds’ mpoodéper S€ y ’ExkAnoia ra Tod 
Tdpatos Adrod Kal Tod aiparos ctpBoda. 

(dd) In Malach, tom. ii. p. 935. Wéravrat peév yap 4 mepryeypappern 
tav iepéwv Aarpeia, was dé réros émirndetos eis thy Tod Oeod Oepameiav 
vevouorat’ kal Tay pev addéyor Ovudtwy Tédos €haBev 7) odayn, pdvos Se 6 
dpopos auvos iepeverat, 6 aipwy thy duaptiay Tov Kécpov. 

(ce) In primam Hpistolam ad Corinth. cap. xi. tom. 8. p. 175. 


; Be passage in brackets alone answers to the reference given by Johnson in 
the text. 
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“Avépynoev avrods tis lepas éxetvns kat mavayias vuKros, év 7 kal TH TUMUK@ 
Tlacya ré réXos eréOnxe, kai ToU Timov TO apxérvToy Werke, Kal TOD ToTN- 
piov pvotnpiov Tas Oupas dvéwee. 

(f) In Epistol. ad Hebreos, cap. ix. v. 23. p. 437. [abra dé ra 
émoupdvia Kpeirroot bvoias mapa tavras.| rouvréote TH AoyiKH, Kal Gpopue, 
kal. dyia Ovcia® ovpava dé Ta mvevpatiKa KéKAnKev, ols 1 “ExkAnoia 
KaOaiperat. 

(g) Ibid. cap. x. v. 9. p. 439. [dvaipet rd rpdrov, iva rd Sebrepov 
ornon. | mpatov etme, tiv Tay ddéyar Ovoiav* Sevrepov Sé THy NoyuR}v, 
tiv o© Avrov mpocevexOeioar. 

(h) Epistola 130 ad Timotheum quendam, p. 1003. Airis 8€ 6 
Kuptos, ov tiv ddpatoy piow, adda Td copa Socew brécxero bmép THs TOU 
Kdopouv fons. 6 yap apros, pyoiv, (he cites John vi. 51.) ndv rH rav 
Gciwy pvotnpioy tapaddcet AaBov rd aipBorov epy, Todro éott TO Tapa 
Mov. : 

(i) Dialog. 1. tom. iv. p. 18. "Ev S€ yé rH raév pvornpiov mapaddcet, 
oGpa tov dprov ékddece, kal aiva td Kpaywa—HBovdyOn yap (6 Xprords) 
Tovs Tav Ociwy pvotnpiov petadayxavortas, pt) TH Poet TOV BAeropevor 
mpowéxew, aXda dia THs Tay dvopdrav évahayns mMoTevew TH ek THs 
xapiros yeyevynuevn petaBorn. 6 yap 8 To pices oGpa oirov Kal aprov 
mpocayopevoas, kat ad maXw ‘Eavrov durehov dvoudoas, Adros ra é6popeva 
ovpBora rH Tow Zwoparos Kat Aiwaros mpoonyopia’ reripnxev, ov thy pvew 
peraBarov, GddQ TH Hioes THY yap mpooreOeckas. 

(k) Lbid.—‘0. Kuptos ro cipBorov AaBoy, odk clrre, Totro ori Gedrns - 
Mov, adda, Totro éort rd SGpd Mov. kal érépwOi, 6 de dpros bv "Eyo daca, — 
9 odp& Mod éotw, Hv Eye doow irép ths Tov Kdopov Cans. 

(1) Dialog. 2. p. 84. O. ra& pvaotixad cipBoXa rapa Tov iepapevav TO 
Och mpoohepdpeva rivev eoti cvpBorta; E. rod deomorixod Swpards Te, 
kat Alparos. : 

(m) Ibid. p. 84, 85. E. ri xadeis rd mpoodepdpevor' Sépov mpd THs 
ieparixns émtkknoews ;—O.—THv €x Tordvde omepudrov tpopiy. E. 16 de — 
érepov cvpBorov mas dvopatopev; O. Kowdy Kal’ rodro dvopa, méuaros — 
eldos onpatvov’ E. Merd dé rév &yvacpor, mds Tadra mpooayopevers; O. 
Sapa Xptorod, kai Aiua Xprotrod. E. Kal morevers ye oopatos Xpiorod 
peradapBaverv, kat aiwaros; O. ovrw morevo’ E. “Qozrep roivuy ta bpm 
Bota tov Seororikov omparos Té Kal aiwaros GAda pév clot mpd THs — 
ieparixns emxAnoews, peta Se ye tTHy emikXnow peraBadderar, kal erepa 
yivera’ ott@ 1d Seomorikoy capa pera Tov dvadn ww eis THY oveta 
pereBAnOn thy Oeiav' O. ’Eddas ois Upnves apxvow' ovdé yap pera 
dytacpoy ra pvorikd cvpBora Tis oikelas eiararar picews’ péver yap € 


a a 4, ~ yy a a ‘ 
THs mporépas ovoias, Kai TOU oXNpaTos Kal Tod eidous, Kal OpaTd EoTt K 












2 . e ; ; a 
dra, ola kal. mpdrepov fv’ voeirar Sé dmep eyévero, Kat mioteverat, Kat 


- a“ - 
Mpookuveiral, ws ekelva OvTa Gmep TLoTeveTal. 
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Avctor ConsTITUTIONUM APOSTOLICARUM,. 


Ed, Labbe and Cossart. 


(a) Lib. ii. cap. 34. p. 271. Acd tov emickomoy orépyew Speirere ws 
marépa, poBeicba os Bacihéa, Tipav s KUptoy, Tovs Kapmovs Lpay Kai Ta 
epya tev xeipav tay els evroyiay tpav mpordpéeportes ait@ Tas amapxas 
ipav, Kai ras Sexdtras buoy kal ra apaipéuara tpaey kat Ta Sopa dpa 
diddvres ait ws iepei Ocod, dmapxyhv cirov, otvov, €haiov, dmmpas, peas, 

\ , , ce 4 > “ et \ 7 ¢ , 
kal mdavrov Sy Kipios 6 Geds emtxopnyet bpiv, Kai Eorat coun mpoapopa cov 
Sexri) els dopiy ev@dias Kupie T@ Oeg cov—c. 35. xpn de twas ywookew, 
iu > A 2>¢7 2 , a 8 r , ~ > , 8 ~ ‘ 
Ort ei Kat éeppvoaro tuas Kuptos ris SovAcias Tay emeroaktay Oecp@r, kal 
cényayev ipas eis dvaypvéwv, pnkére edoas ipas Ovew Goya {oa Tepi duap- 
Tidy, kai KaBapicpod, kal droropraiwy, Kal AovTpay auvexGv, kal repippav- 

, > , ‘4 a“ > ~ e n“~ > , 

Thpiov, ov dSymov Kal ray eiogopay byas €devOepwcer. 

| (b) Lib. ii. cap. 59. ad calcem, p. 302. Ev f (xupiaxy) mpodnrar 
; as \ > , , \ , a 4 ~ c a 
dvayveacis, Kal evayyediov xnpuxia, kal Ovoias avadhopa, Kai tpodis tepas 
dwpea. 

(bb) Lib. y. c. 18. p. 367. Kat ipeis, dvaoravros rot Kupiov, mpoce- 

, ‘ , c “a 4 © c a , aa. cal , a 
véykate thy Ovoiav ipaev repli fs tpiv duerdgaro dv’ judy, A€éyov, Todro 
qoveire eis THY euny avaurynoty. 

. e > a 

(c) Lib. vi. c. 23. p. 403. “Avri péev ka@nuepwod ev pdvoy dods Bar- 

Tigpa, TO eis Tov Ad’Tov Odvatov’ ayti Se pias Pvdjs, ap’ éExdorov. eOvous 
, \ >: ; ans , ’ Cee aa , 
mpoordéas Tovs apiorous eis iepwovyny mpoxeipiferOat, kai ov Ta oopara 
popookorretaOat ada Opnokeiay kai Biovs* avti Ovaias ths di aipdror, 
hoyikny Kal dvaivakroy kal thy pvortixny eis Tov Odvaroy Tod Kupiov cupBd- 

ov xdpw émiredcicOa, Tod adparos Adrod Kal Tov aiyaros. 

(d) Jbid. c. 29. p. 411. (ad Laicos loquitur.) Kal ri dvtirumov rod 

, ? a“ ‘ > , , »” -~ 
Baciteiov capatos Xpiotod Sexrnvy Evxapiotiay mpoodepere Ev te Tals 
> , ca ‘ > ~ ‘ ‘ > ~ LP td ~ 
exkAnoiats tuav, kal ev Tois Kotntnpiots, Kat ev tais e€ddois Tov 
Kekotunpevoy. 

(e) Lib. viii. c. 46. p. 507. Eixdéras rov emnprnpévor kivduvoy rois ra 
ro.aira mpdtrovot mpoeddpevor, kal thy eis Tas Ovoias Kal evxapiorias 
es > ~ € 19 ‘ ‘ , > a u e s 
Gyédevav ex Tod bp’ Sy py xp mpocayouevas doeBas, radiav Tyoupevav 
Thy apxsepatixny Ty, Hris piunow meplexer THs peyddov "Apyxtepews 
"Ingod Xpiorod Baciéas nuav, avayxny €rxopuev Kal TodTO Tapatyéoar’—ov 

‘ , id , , 
te yap Siaxdv@ mpoadepe Ovoiav Oepirdy. 

(f) Ibid. Pagina proxima. [péros roivuy rp puvoes “Apxiepeds 6 povo- 

> ~ “~ 
yevrys Xptords ody ‘Eavt@ thy tinny dpmdcas, adda mapa tov Tlarpos 
katacrabels’ ds ywdpevos GvOpwros bv Huds, Kal Thy mvevpatiKiy Ovoiay 
mpoopépav TG Oem. Adrod kai Iarpt mpd tod mdOous, uiv [aroorddors | 
duera€aro pdvots TovTo mroveiv. 

(g) Ibid. Mera Sé rv dvadynw Airod hyeis [oi dmdarodot] mpoce- 


48 APPENDIX. 
















‘ A A , > a / 4 » toe , ; 
véykovtes Kata THY Suatakw Adtod Ovoiay KaOapay kal dvaipakroy, mpoexet- 

, 3 4 ‘ , ‘ 
ploaweba éemiokdrous, kal mpeoBurépous, kal Siakdvovus, K.T.A- 


CaNnonES APOSTOLICI. | 
Ed. Labbe and Cossart, 1728. 


Can. 3. tom. i. p. 26. Ei ris emioxomos 7 mpeoBirepos ‘mapa Thy’ ind 
Kupiov diara€w thy emi tp Ovoia, mpooevéykn erepa twa emi Td Tov cod 
Gvotacrnpiov, | pert, 7 yadda, ws mapa thy diara~w Kupiov mov Kabat- 4 
peicOo. 

Mn cov 8€ gor mpoodyerOat Tt erepov mpos Td Ovovaarnpioy, mAry veay : 
xiSpev, } oraxvos cirov, } orapvAns, TH karp@ 7 Séovte k.T.X. 

Can. 4. ‘H @\An maca érépa els ofkov drooreAdéabw, dmapx? TO eri= 
oxdér@ kal rois mpecBurépots, GAAA py mpds Ovortacrnpiov’ Spdrov dé, os 6 
ériokomos kal of mpecBurepot emipepi{ovar trois Suakdvors, Kat Tois AouTois 
KAnptkots. 

Can. 8. Ei ris émicxoros, 7) mpeoBirepos, 9 i) Sudkovos, 7) ék Tow karaddyou_ ; 
rod leparixod, mpooopas yevouévns pi) peraddBot, Thy alriay eidr@’ Kal 


KayTos, @s py dyads dncbiinaereys : 

Can. 9. p. 27. dvras rovs eiciovras miotovs, eis thy dyiay Tov Geod 
exk\ynoiav, Kat tev lepdv ypapav dxovovras, pr) Tapapevovras be TH mpoT- 
Evy, Kal TH ayia peradrnwet, as dragiay éumotodyras TH exkAnoia, on q 
¢eoOat xpn. : 

Can. 45. p. 35. ’Emickorov, i) mpeoBurepov, 7 Sidkovoy aiperik@v deEa- — " 
pévous Barricpa, 4 Ovoiav, kabatpeiobat mpootdcooper’ tis yap il es 
Xptorp mpos BeAlad; 7) Tis pépis TioT@ petra amiotov ; 


Dionysir ALEXANDRINI. A.D. 247. 
Ed. Labbe and Cossart. 


Canon secundus, tom. i. p. 857. epi de rav ev apedp@ yoveurioy E j 


ov yap avtas oipat moras, otcas Kal evAaBeis ToApnoel 
eis b€ Ta dy 











odparos Kai Tod aipwatos Tod Xpiorod mpoodwWacba. 
n a® , 4 ‘Sone 
Tav dylov 6 ph mdvtn KaOapds Kal WuxXH Kal T@paTt, mpoorevat Korvr 


oeTal. 


Concitium Exiperitanum. A.D. 305. 
Ed. Labbe and Cossart. 


Can, 28. p. 995. Episcopos placuit ab eo qui non commun 
munera accipere non debere. 
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Can. 29. Energumenus, qui ab erratico spiritu exagitatur — 
hujus nomen neque ad altare cum oblatione recitandum, neque permit- 
tendum, ut sua manu in ecclesia ministret, 


Concitium ARELATENSE. A.D. 314. 


Can. 15. p. 1452. De diaconibus quos cognovimus multis locis 
offerre, placuit minime fieri debere. 


Concitium AncyrANuM. A.D. 315. 


, 4 
Can. 1. p. 1485. LpeoBurépous rovs éemOvoavtas —tovrous edoée 
a 4 a“ a A 4 , , , .Y > ‘ aA 
THS pev Tiuns THs Kata tTHy KaOedpay peréexew, mpooghepew Oe avTovs, 7} 
iv, } OXws ANetroupyetv Ti Trav lepaTiKe 0 @v, un e&eivat. 
Opiree dws X py iepatik@v AetroupyL@v, pr) 
Can. 2. Avaxdvovs dpoiws Ovoavtras — menadaba S€ avtovs tijs 
iepas Netroupyias, Tis Te TOU dptrov } moTHptov avahepe, f) Knpvooey. 
” s a 
Can. 5. “Oca. d¢ — epayov — Saxptorres, ef enAnpwoav tov Tis 
c , - , ‘ and , e > ‘ c # 
UmonTasews TpeTH xpdvov, xwpis mpoopopas SexOntrwcar’ «i dé uy eayor, 
, ~ nw 
Svo Umomecdytes Eryn, TO TpiT@ KoWwvyTdTwTaY Xwpis mpooopas, iva TO 
Téhetov ev TeTpaetia AdBwour. 
Can. 6. Lepi ris trav dmep pdvov eigdvray — Soke péexpt peyadns 
« , >, > , ~ 7 c Lad , yw A \ , 
npepas eis akpdaow SexOnvat,—kal vromeceiv tpia ern, kat peta Gdda dvo 
»” ~ ‘ a 4 A > ”~ >, yx 4 
étn, Koweavnoat xwpis mpoodpopas, Kal ovtws eAGeiy emt Td TédeLov. 
Can. 7. "ESofe Suetiav tromeodvtas SexOnva’ to dé et xpy pera tis 
mpoopopas, exacroy Tay emokdrev Sokiacat. 
Can. 8. Of d¢€ Sedrepoy Kai rpirov Oicavtes peta Bias, TeTpaeriay brro- 
mecerwoay, dvo Se er is mpooopas Kowwwvnadtwcay, Kal TO EBd6 
én xepis mpoopopas Kowory » kal TO EBSpp 
Tereiws SexOnracar. 
Can. 9. “Ovo d€ nvdykacayv rots adeAhods — obrot ern pév Tpia Tov 
“ ? s , , > ‘ ¢ Y \ ~ * € , 
Ths akpodvews SeEdaOwoav, témov, ev Se GAn é§aeria Tov Ths tbwonTacews, 
. hes 
Mov S€ enavrov kowarnodrecay xwpis mpoapopas, iva thy Sekaetiav mAn- 
p@oaytes Tov Teheiou peTaT Xoo. 
Can. 16. “Ocot mplv cixooaereis yevéoOat, juaprov, mévre Kai S€xa 
~ > 
ereow UromerovTes, Kowwvias TuyxavéTwoay THs eis Tas MpoTevxas” eiTa év 
TH koiveua Svatehécartes €rn Tévte, TéTE Kal THS Tpoapopas eharrécbwcar, 


— doo. Se tmrepBavres thy HAtKiay tav’TnvV — mEpiTenT@KacL TO dpyap- 
p yy ™ p  dpap 


” 7 “~ 
Thpart, wevre Kal eikoot ern UromedéTwoay, Kal Kowwvias TYyXaveTwCaY THs 
> \ ‘ . > , / ” > “~ , an oo 
cig Tas mpocevxaGs. eita exTeh€gavTes TEVTE ETN EV TH KOLWOVIM TOY EvYaY 


TuyxavéeTwoay THs mporpopas. 
Can. 24. Oi xarapaytevopevot — tpia érn imontacews, Kai dvo0 ern 


evxis Xapis mporpopas. 
Concrtium Neoca#sariensE, A.D. 315. 
Can. 9. p- 1512. LpeoBvrepos, eav mponnaptnkas oapate mpouxd; 
— pn mpoohepera, pévav ev Tois otrois, 


§ 
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Can. 13. ’Emyeopior mpeoBirepor ev TH Kupiakd tis wddAews mpoade- 
pew ov Svvayra. 


Can. 14. Oi 8€ yoperioxoror mpoodpépovar Tiympevot. 


Concitium Nicznum Cicumenicum Primum. A.D. 325. 


Can. 5. tom. ii. p. 36. Mia pév [ctvodos ywecba| mpd tis Teroapa- 
KooTis, va mdaons pikpouxtas avaipoupévns, To Sdpov Kabapdy mpooépyrat 
TO Oc@. 

Can. 11. [epi trav mapaBdvrav xwpis dvayxns — tpia ern év akpow- . 
pévows Touncovow of miotol, Kal Extra &rn bmomecovvra, dvo dé ern xwpis * — 
mpoopopas Kowvavncover TO had Ta mpoTevxOv. ; 

Can. 13. Ei ris eodevor, rod redevraiov — epodiov pi amoorepet- 
cba’ ei dé wadw év trois (daw eEeracb7, peta TOV KoLY@VOUYT@Y THs EvXTS 
porns EoTo. 

Can. 18. *H)\éev eis tiv dyiay Kai peydAny civodoy, Ort ev esi ToTots, 
Tots ec te Thy evxaptotiay of Sidkovor Si8dacw* Strep ovTe 6 Kava, 
ovre 7 ovvnbera mapédwke, Tovs eEovatay py exovtas mpoapepety, Tos mpoc= 


pepovor diddévar 76 Cpa Tod Xprorod. 


Concitium GanGrensse, A.D. 340. 


Can. 4. p. 428. Ei ris dcaxpivorro mapa mpecBurépov yeyapnkdros, 
@s 417) xXpnvat, Aetrovpynaaytos adtod mpoopopas peradapBdvewv, avabepa 


» 
€OT®. 


Concitium Laopicenum. A.D. 367. 


Fe Le ee ee 


Can. 14. tom. i. p- 1533. epi rod, pi) aya eis Adyov evAoyi@v eis 


Af 


‘age 


ed , , 
étépas trapotkias diarréurreo Oat. 
‘ \ \ ? on aD , ‘ pepe 
Can. 19. Kal pera rd mpecBurepovs Sodvar rH émeakdm@ Thy eipnyny, 


“ Ed ed A > 
rote Tovs Aaikovs THY ep diddvar, Kat ovTw Thy dyiav mpooopay Eemt- 








rereio Oat, Kal pdvots efov eivat Tots iepartKots elovevat eis TO Ovovaorh= ; 
ploy, Kat KOLV@veELy. 

Can. 49, Od Sei rH rexoapakooryn aprov mpoodéepev, et pi) ev oaBBare 
Kal Kuptakn povov. 

Can. 58, Od dei ev rois olkors mpoopopas yiverOa rapa emickérov, } 
mpeo Buréeper. i 


Concitium CARTHAGINENSE SECUNDUM, aliter QUINTUM. 
A.D. 390. 


Can. 2. tom. ii, p. 1391. Ut ab omnibus pudicitia custodiatur, 2 
qui altari deserviunt. 4 
Can. 4. Si quisquam in periculo fuerit constitutus, et se recta 
_ciliari divinis altaribus petierit, si episcopus absens fuerit, dek 
utique presbyter consulere episcopum, &c. 
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Can. 8. Si quis forte presbyter ab episcopo suo correptus —. 
putaverit separatim Deo sacrificia, offerenda, vel aliud erigendum 
altare contra ecclesiasticam fidem disciplinamque crediderit, non 
exeat impunitus — Si quis presbyter a preposito suo excommuni- 
catus, vel correptus fuerit — [et] superbia inflatus secernendum 
se ab episcopi sui communione duxerit, ac separatim cum aliquibus 
schisma faciens sacrificium Dei obtulerit, anathema habeatur, et 
locum amittat. 


Concrtium CarTHAGINENSE TERTIUM, aliter sextuM. A.D. 397. 


Can. 24. tom. ii. p. 1403. Et in sacramentis corporis et sanguinis 
Domini nihil amplius offeratur, quam Ipse Dominus tradidit, hoc est, 
panis et vinum aqua mixtum. 

Can. 29. Ut sacramenta altaris non nisi a jejunis hominibus cele- 
brentur, excepto uno die anniversario, quo cena Domini celebratur. 
Si episcoporum — defunctorum commendatio facienda est, solis ora- 
tionibus fiat, si illi qui faciunt jam pransi inveniantur. 

Can. 48. Honoratus et Urbanus dixerunt — Verim et de sacri- 
ficiis inhibendis post prandium, ut a jejunis, sicut dignum est, offe- 
rantur, et tunc et nunc confirmatum est. 


Concitium CarTHAGINENSE QuARTUM, aliter septimumM. A.D. 378. 


Can. 33. p. 1440. Episcopi vel presbyteri, si causa visitandee 
ecclesiz ad alterius ecclesiam venerint — ad oblationem consecrandam 
invitentur. 

Can. 79. Pcenitentes, qui attente leges pcenitentie exequuntur, 
si casu in itinere vel in mari mortui fuerint, ubi eis subveniri non 
possit, memoria eorum et orationibus, et oblationibus commendetur. 

Can. 93. Oblationes dissidentium fratrum neque in sacrario neque 
in gazophylacio recipiantur. 

Can. 94. Eorum qui pauperes opprimunt, dona a sacerdotibus 
refutanda. 


Conciz, ToLeTaNum primum, A.D. 400. 


Can. 5. Clericus si ad ecclesiam ad sacrificium quotidianum non 
accesserit, clericus non habeatur. 


Concit. ConstTantinop. 28. Gicum. 8. A.D. 754. 


In Actis Concilit Niceni secundi, tom. ‘iii. versus finem. tom. viii. 
p. 1097. EidpavOjracay, kai dyaddidoOwoar, kai rappnotatécbwcar oi 
Thy adnOy Tod Xpiotod eixdva eihixpweordrn WuyxH Towodvres Kal mobovrtes 
kal oeBduevol, Kai eis owrnpiay Yuyijs Kal copatos mpoodepdpevoe’ Hv 

2 cc ‘ ‘ \ ae os > € a A ee , 
Avros 6 ‘lepoteXeotns Kal Oceds, Td judy €E judy dAtKos avadaBdpevos 


pupapa, kata roy Katpdy Tod éxovalov mabous els tuo Kal dvapynow évap- 
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yeordrny Trois Adrod piatats mapadédaxe. MéARov yap Abrov éxovoiws 

exdiddvar TO doidin@ kai (worot@ Oavar@ Adrod, AaBav Tov aprov edddynoe, 
kal evxaptotnoas éxdace, kai peradods cime’ AdBere, ayere eis iberw 7 
cuapri@v* Totté Mov €ort ro SGpa. dSpolws Kal Td mornpioy peradovs cime” ‘ 
Tovré Mov €ott 76 aipa’ todo moucire els THY Euny dvdpynoty’ ds ovK ‘@ov | 
eiSous émthexOevtos map Aitod év rh bm ovpaviv, } rimov, eikovioat ry 

Av’tod cdpxaow dvvapévov. "dod ody f eikdv Tod Cworrotod Sdparos A’tod, — 
9 évtivws Kal TeTiunuevws mparrouévn. Ti yap eunxaynoato ev ToUT@ 6 
mavoopos Geds; ovx erepdv tt, 7) Seigar Kal rpavdcar davepos Huiv To 
avOpamrois 7d mpayparevOev pvarnpiov év tH Kat Adroy oikovopig’ Ort — 
domep 6 €& nuay dveddBero, UAn pdvn €or avOperivns ovoias KaTa TavTa — 
Teheias, pi) xapakrnpiCovons iSiocicrarov mpdc@mov, wa pi mpoobn my 
mpoowmov ev TH OedtnTL mapeuméoyn’ ovTw@ Kai tiv eixdva VAY e&aiperoy, 
yovy aprov ovciay mpocérake mpoadéper Oar, pi) oxnpati{oveay avOpamov 
pophiy, va pn eiSwdodarpela mapecoaxOy. Gomep ody 7rd Kata Piow TOU — 
Xpiorod Sapa dyov, ws Oewbév’ ovrws Sidov Kal Td Odes, Hrow H et 
Airod dyla, as Sia twos dytacpod xdpitt Ocoupern. Todro yap Kal empay 
parevoato, as &pnuev, 6 Aeondrns Xpioris, dros kabarep Thy cdpKa, 
avéaBe, TH oikeim kara hiow dyaocu@ && airs évacews eOdacer, dpolw 
kal rov Ths edvxaptatias Gptov, ws avevdy eikdva Ths pvotkns Tapkos Bud 
tis Tov ‘Ayiov Ivevparos émihournoews dytaCdpevov, Ociov Sua evSoxnre 
yiverOa, peoitevovros Tov év perevéEer ek Tod KoLVoOU mpds TO aytov 


dvahopay totovpévov ‘Iepéws. Aourdy ) Kata piow euwpvyxos kal voecpa 
aap& rod Kupiov €xpic6n TIvedpare “Ayio [ray Gcdryra |. aoavtos Kal j E 
Ocorrapddoros eikov ths wapkds Avrod, 6 Oeios apros emdnpaOn Tvetparos: 
‘Ayiov adv 6 Tornpia Tod Can pdpov aipatos tis meupas Adrod. AUrn ob 
drrodédeikrat dWevdis eikdv ris évodpKov oikovopias Xpiorod Tov Oeod pay, 
cabas mpodéretat’ Hv Avrds npiv 6 ddnOwds rhs hiceas Zaonddorns 


olketopaveas mapadedaxer. 


Litureta CLEMENTINA tn Constitutionibus Apostolicis 


vulgo dictis. 


(a) Lib. viii. cap. 5. tom. i. p. 462. Ads ev r@ dvduari cov, 
i a Gece, emi tov SotAdv oav rdvde, ov dbercéw cis erioxorov — 
apxieparevery Gor GuéeumTws Aevrovpyovyra vuKTos Kal Nuepas* Kal e&AacKd: 
pevdy cov TO mpdcwmrov, émiovvayayeiy Tov apiOpov Trav colomevav, Ka 
mpoohepey cot Ta SHpa ths dyias cov ’ExkAnoias. — evapéorery 8é 0 
—mpadrnrt kal Kaapa Kapdia, drpémras, duéuntas, dveyKrAnTos’ mporhe 
got kabapay Kai dvaipakrov bvciar, hy bid Xpirrod duerd$o, TO pve 
ris kawhs Siabnkns — Eis rév émiokérov dvapepér@ Thy | Suciay 
xElpav Tod xetporovnbertos, 


(aa) Ibid. cap. 16. Tlepi xetporovias mpeoBurépwoy. In - orati 
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super electum. kal ras tmép Tod Aaod iepovpyias dumpous exTeAp Sia Tod 
Xptorod cov. 

(b) Ibid. cap. 10. AcnOdpev — vrép trav ras Ovoias Kat Tas amapxas 
mpoohepdvrav Kupia TH Ged Hyav, Gras 6 mavayabds Oeds dpeiynrat 
avrovs tats €movpaviots Ab’rov dwpeats. 

(c) Ibid. cap. 12. — ty edOds 6 Sidkovos Aéyn* ph tis Tv KaTHYoOv- 
pévor* pt tis Tov dkpowpéveav® py Tis TV ariaTey’ py Tis TOV ErepoddEwv. 

’ , . , 53: ee , oe: \ A , ‘ 
— pn Tis kKaTa Tivos’ pn Tis Ev UTOKpioEL OpO0i mpos Kupioy pera 
dBov Kal rpduov earares Spev mpoohépe. dv yevopevor of Sidkovor 
mpocayérooay Ta SSpa TH emiokdr@ mpds Td Bvoractpiov. — ev§dpevos 

> x» © x Se: ‘ a a 8 a ‘ A > 67 

obv Kad” éavriv 6 dpxtepeds Gua Tois iepedor, Kai Aapmpav é€oOynTa pertev- 
dds, kal oras meds TH OvoLactnpip — eimdrw* 1 Xaptis Tod mayToKpdrop os 
Gcod, kal } dydrn Tov Kupiov, x... — Kal 6 dpxtepeds’ "Av@ Tov voor" 

4 , A \ , ey ee 5 > - - 
kal mwavtes’ “Exopev mpos Tov Kuptov. kai 0 apxtepevs, Evyaptotno@pey To 
Kupi@’ Kal mavtes’ “Agsov kat Sixatov’ kal 6 dpxtepeds eimdrw, "Afiov os 
> a ‘ , \ , > he \ pA Bd A 
anaes Kai Sikaov mpd mdavT@v avupvely GE TOY OyTwS OVYTAa Oecd, K.T.D. 
The bishop proceeds to acknowledge God as the First Cause and 
Author of all things, and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, as Maker 
and Governor of angels and men, and all creatures; and to rehearse the 
history of all the great providences from the creation of Adam down 
to the delivery of the people of Israel from the Egyptian bondage, 
and ends with the words of the prophet Daniel, chap. vii. ver. 10. 
dpa xiNias xiudow apxayyédor, Kal pupiats pupidow ayyéhov axata- 

, +. 3 , , e ‘ ” ¢ A e a2 « & a 
mavareas kal dotyntas Bowoats’ kal mas 6 Aads Gua eimatw* “Aytos, ay.os, 
dyios Kiptos caBawd. kai 6 dpxvepeds ékijs Neyérw* “Aytos yap ef ds ddnbds, 
Kat ravdyios* — yids 8é kai 6 wovoyerys god “Yids, x.7.A. He recites our 
Saviour’s incarnation, miracles, death, resurrection, and ascension ; 
and adds, Meuynuévor ody Sv Ov quads tméuewverv, edyaptotodpey cor — 
kat tiv Sidrakiy Adrod mAnpodpev. "Ev 4 yap vuxrt mapedidoro AaBay 
» « - ‘ 4A , , > * , ¢& 
dprov — ocavtws kal Td moTnptoy Kepdoas €€ olvov kai vdaTos, K.T.A. AS 
in the institution: and then proceeds, Meuynpévot roivuy rod maOovs 
Adrod, kal Tov Oavdrov, Kal Tis ek vexpdv dvacrdcews, kal THs els ovpavods 
> , be c > a a , , , - 
éravddov, Kat Tis peAXovans Adrod Sevrépas mapovaias, mporpEepopev gar To 
Baoide?t kai Ged Kata THY Adrod Sidtaéw rdv Gprov Todrov Kal Td TmoTHpLoy 
Tovro, evyapiorotvres oor S¢ Adrod, ed’ ois karntiwoas Hyas éEordvat 
évariéy wou, kai feparevety aor" Kai akiodpev oe, Oras edpevas emiBApns 
émi ra mpoxeipeva dpa Tadta évamidy cov, ab & avevdens eds’ Kai eddo-~ 
Knons er avrois eis Tiny TOU Xpiorov gov’ Kal Kataméu ys Td “Ayidy cov 
TIvedua emi tiv Ovoiay ratrny tov Maprupa trav. ma@nudtrey tod Kupiov 
‘Inood, dws amodnvyn tov Gproy Trodroy gHua Tod Xpticrod gov, Kai 7d 

’ a = A” co) on , > a ' 
moTHptov TOTO aiva TOU Xptorov gov iva of petadaBdrres avTod BeBatw- 
Odo% mpos evoéBecav, apéoews duaptnudrav Tvx@ct, Tod diaBddov kal THs 
mravns aitod pvcbdor, Tlvedparos ‘Ayiov mrAnpobaow, agior tod Xpiorovd 


—_ 
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4 a“ ’ , ? a id > A 
gov yévevrat, {wns alwviov Tvywol, vod KaTaddayevTos avtois, Aeomdra 
mavrokpatop’ ert SedueOa cov, Kipte, kai irép ths dyias cov "ExkAnoias 
¢ ‘ tes a Aa “ / , ° ’ e A ¢ A “a 
— vUmep THs Enns Tov mpoodepovrds aor ovdevias* Kal dmep mavTos Tod 
, ¢ ‘ lad , A A Ul ¢ \ cal 
mpecBurepiov, Umep tov diakdvev Kai mavtds KAnpov — tmep Tov Bact- 
A€ws Kal TOY Ev UTEpoxH — Ett mpoaHEepopev cot Kal Urép TavT@Y TOV ar 
ai@vos evapectycdyvT@y col dyiwy, matpiapyav, mpodntray, K.T.rA. — ert 
4 4 c 4 cal cal , »~ > “~ , 4 ¢ 4 a“ 
mpoopEepopev Got UTEP Tov Aaov TovToU — Ere agsovpév oe Kal imép THs 
, a lol ol 
TOAEWS TAVTNS — ETL Tapakahovpev Ge irEp THY pLTOvVT@Y as — vmEp 


uw, , eee ~ , we aot , as er te 
TOY KATHXOUYLEVOY — UmEep TOV XelwaCopeveoy Ud Tod dAXoTpiov, Kal Umép 

























a , , , a a 
TOV ev peTavoia — ert TpoapEpomey gor Urep ed’kpacias Tov dépos, Kal THs 


° , A As »* a f ee 4 a > » 2 
evpopias Tév Kapra@v' — ert mapakadodpev oe Kal tmep trav dv evdoyov 


ee pe ee ee ee Se a re 


>? > , \ ¢ 4, , , 
airiav amdévtwy — kal 6 didkovos KnpvoceTto radu. 
(d) Lbid. cap. 18. ere kat ere SenOGpev rod Geod dia rod Xpiored Adrov 
trép tov Smpov Tov mpockopicbevtos Kupim TO Ged" Stas 6 adyabbs Oeds 
4, > A 4 a , ” “a > a J A > ?, 
mpoodeénrat avTo dia THs peoiteias Tod Xpiorov Avrovd eis Td emovpavioy 
oe , > P) ‘ > ear ee a 4 , , 
Airod Ovovacrnpiov eis dopny evwdias’ tmép ths exkAnolas tavrns, Kal 
tov Aaod Senbadpev' imep waons emtokomys, K.T.A. — Kal 6 émiaKoros 
eimatw, 6 Ocds 6 péeyas — emiBdevov ef’ huds — Kal dyidocas jpov 
TO Capa Kal tTHy Wuxnv, katakiorov Kabapodts yevouevouvs amd mayTos po- 
a Cd Col im lal 
Avopov capkds Kal mvevparos TUXEV TOV TpoKelpev@y ayabHy, Kal pndeva 
€ a DL , \ ¢ ef 4 bend lod A « 
Nav avagiov Kplyys — kal 6 émiokoros mpooporvycdt@ To ha@ ovT@" 
a r, . nt. @ @ , @ ae 
Ta dy.a Tots dyiots’ kai 6 Aads bmakoverw* Eis “Aytos, els Kuptos, ets "Inaovs 
Xpiords. — ‘Qoavva ev trois ticrois* Kal pera TovTO peradapBaver@ 6 
ériokomos* éreita of mperBurepot, Kal of Sudkovot — kal rére mas 6 hads 
kara Tdéw pera aldods Kai evdaBelas® dvev OopvBou" kai 6 peév émioKxomos 
lo Ae \ 
d:d6ra tiv mpoopopay, Aéyov, SGya Xpiorod’ Kai 6 dexopmevos Aeyero, 
: , 2 
"Anny 6 S€ Sidkovos Katexér@ Td moTnptov, Kat émididovs éeyer@, Aina 
a , a 4 A c , i 4 > , ‘ cA , 
Xpicrod mornpiov Cons’ Kal 6 mivey Aeyer@, “Aunv. — kat Gray waves 
, 
peradaBoot kal macat, AaBdvtes of Sidkovot Ta Teptovevoarta cioeper@oay 


J \ , 
eis Ta TacTopdpia. 


Lirureia S. Jacosi, ex Biblioth. Patrum. Tom. ii. 
Edit. Parisiis, 1624. 


(a) P. 1. Sacerdos ait pro mensa propositionis, ovk elpe aELos inna 7 
Oarpnoa tH tepa cov ravTn Kal mvevpatiKn TpaTrEecy. a 


. &b) Ps te soeterbinye adferens goes ee if Ocds — mes a 


OTNpPLOVe 
(c) P. 10. Sacerdos in transitu a mensa prepestioeyy versus a a 
dicit, Aeoméra Kupie, kai xapiodpevos mappnoiay jyiv — mporpipam TOL 


@ Lib. ii. cap. 57. p. 297. These sion, and the ltowing wordem are ad 
_very words are used on the same occa~ @s Bagtiéws mpooepxduevor dpe 
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riv poBepay ravrny Kal dvaipaxtoy Ovoiay brep Td jpetépov duaptnpndtov, 
Kal Tay Tod Aaod ayvonudr@v — evddKnoor Sexra yiverOa Ta mpooaydpeva 
ravta Sépa dia tov tyetépwr Xetpav. 

(d) P. 11. — iva G&tot yevopeOa rod mpoopéperv oor Sapa Te Kai Ovoias 
imép te éavrady, kal TGv TOD aod dyvonudray — Kai dds Hyiv, Kupie, pera 
mavros péBov — mpockopica: oor Ty mvevpatiKyy TavTyv kal dvaipakroy 
Ouciav, hv mpoadeEdpevos eis TO Smepoupdvidy — cov Ovo.acrnpioy — 
Gytixardmepryov hiv thy xdpw Tod mavayiov cov Ilvevparos — mpdode~at 
Kal €k xeipav nuav Tov duaproday Ta mpokeipeva SGpa taita — eis efi- 
acpa Tov jperépav mAnLpEANUAT@Y Kal TOy TOU Aaod ayvonudTwy, Kal «cis 
dvamavow Tay mpokeKolunpevav uxar. 

(e) Ibid, Edy rod kararerdoparos. When the priest enters within the 
veil. Evxyapiorodpev cor, Kipre 6 Ocds — Gre ESa@xas Huiv mappyoiay eis THv 
eicodov Tay dyiwy gov" iy évexainioas jyiv dddy, k.7.A. aS Heb. x. 19 
—22, 

(f) P. 12. ‘O d:dxovos. — mpdoxaper tH ayia dvadopa. 

P. 13. Sacerdos recitat verba institutionis primo super panem, usque 
ad verba, exev jpiv rois Adrod paOnrais kal droordAots, deinde éyou- 
ow oi Sidkovor, Eis aheow duaptidy, kai cis Cwnv aiwvov. Eira éxpovet 
[icpeds |. AdBere, payere, K.T.As 

(g) Inter verba institutionis, A\aBav rd wornpioy, Kal Kepdoas e& olvov 
Kat Udaros — edxyapiornoas, dyiacas, TANoas Lvedparos ‘Ayiov. — Post 
verba institutionis, addit sacerdos, Méyyjpevor ody Kai jucis of duapto- 
Aol trav (worot@y Aitod taOnudtav — mpoodépopév aot, Acordra, Thy 
poBepay travtny kal avaipakroy Ouoiav, Seduevot, va x.t.A. Deprecatur 
peccatorum merita. 

(h) Kat e€ardcrethov &p’ quads, kat emi ta mpokeipeva Sdpa taira rd 
Tvedpd gov 7d mavdyiov— P, 15, Adrd rd Lvedua cov 1rd mavdyoy 
Kardmeppov, Acoréta, eh jpas, Kal emt ra mpokeiyeva ayia Sapa tadra 
— wa romon tov pev aproy todrov, cpa dytov Tod Xpiorod god" Kal Td 
moTnplov TovTo, alua Tipioy Tod Xpiorod cov. 

(i) P. 17. Diaconus loquitur, “Ere kai ére denOapev imép rév mpooko- 
piodevrear Kai ayiacdevrav — Ociwy Shpwv— ras Kipwos 6 Ocds fpav 
mpoode§duevos adra eis Td imepovpdvioy Ovacactipiov, — dytixataréury 
hpiv — tiv Swpeay Tod mavayiou Ivevparos. 


Lirureia S, Marci, ex Biblioth. Patrum, mox post 


Liturgiam §. Jacobi. 


(a) In Prothesi, p. 32. ’Eripavoy 15 rpdcwmndy Sov én rév dprov roi~ 
Tov, kal ent Ta mornpia Tavra. 

(b) Ibid. ‘O iepeds dpxerat tis dvapopas. "AdnOads yap &£idy eart Kai 
Sikavoy— dv ob (Xpiorod) Soi avy Abra, kal ‘Ayio Lvevpart, edyapiotodvtes 
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, \ ‘ \ > , ‘ , a , 
mpoopepopev THY AoyiKnY Kal dvaivakroy Natpelay TavTNY, Hy mpoodEper Got, 
Kupie, mavra ra €Ovn, «.t.A. aS Mal.i. 10, 11. — P. 35. ra edyapiornpia 

, ¢ A > \ ao ~~? , \ , Ud 
mpdadeEat, 6 Oeds, eis TO dyov, kal emovpdmor, kal voepdv cov OvovarTnpioy — 
TOV TO TOAD Kal dALyoy, Kpvpa, kal mappyoia BovdAopéeveor, kal ovK exdvT@V* 
kai Toy €v TH ONMEpoY Nuépa Tas mpoohopas mpoceveyKayTay, ws Mpoaedeso 
Ta Spa Tod dikaiov gov ’ABEA. 

“3 s > ¢ > ~ ¢ > A a2 = mm c.f 

(c) P. 36. Wrnpyns yap eorw as adnOds 6 ovpavds kat } yq THs dylas 
gov ddéns — mnpaaor, 6 eds, kal TavTnv Thy Ouciay Tis mapa Gov evAo~ 
ylas dia ths emipoitnoews Tod mavayiov gov Ivevparos — Deinde, p. 37, 
sacerdos profert verba institutionis. Inter verba institutionis, cal rd 
motnpiov peta TO Seurvnoat AaBoy, Kal Kepdcas €& oivov kal Udaros, evyapt- 
oTnoas, evAoynoas, TARoas Lvevpatos ‘Ayiov, tov Oavarov, Aeomdra Kipie— 

~ “~ ¢ A la \ 2 , ~~ 2 , 
TOU povoyevods gov ‘YoU —KatayyéAdovTes —kal dvaotacw — kal avady vw 
A A , > a“ , A ‘ > “ a“ , , 
—kal thy Sevrépay Adtovd mapovoiay—rta oa &k tdv cay Sopav mpoebn- 
kaunev evamidy cov’ kal dSeducOa —.eEardorethkov — 1d Ivedud cov ro 
A ¢ > A ¢ , . , \ , A ‘ » nw 
Aytov, a adta dyidon Kat TeAeL@on—kal roincn Toy pév Aptoy Sana — 


ro b€ mothnpiov Aiva tis kawhs SvadnKns Adtod rod Kupiov, k.T.A. 


Litrurera 8. Basti M. ex Biblioth. Patrum. Tom. ii. 


Edit. Paris. 1624. mox post Lirureram S. Marct. 


(a) P. 42. In Oratione propositionis. EvAdynoov rnv mpdbeow rav- 
THv, Kat mpdadeEat avtny cis TO Urepovpavidy gov Ovatacrnptoy. 

(b) P. 46. Edy moradv mparn, iy 6 fepeds Aéyer pvoTiKSs — Dd, 
[Kipue] ixdvwoor nas — iva dkarakpites mpocdyopéy oo Ouciay aivécews* 


- 


‘ ‘ > > a \ , bd a ° 4 c > Sam col ¢€ , 
av yap «i 6 evepyav ta mavta ev maou’ Ods, Kupte, kai dmép Ta NETEP@V 


( i ce ed ae 


dpaptnpatev, Kal Tay Tov aod ayvonpdrey, Sexrnyv yeverOar thy Ovoiav 
pov. 

(c) P. 46, 47. Edxn fv Neyer 6 icpeds pvortixes, kal dxpavtov Tod Xepov- 
Bixod adopevov — Baarred ris ddgns — ikdvaody pe — iepovpynoat ro ayy 


a e a > a “~ es 
cov Sapa, kal Tipsoy Aina v= chiara mpocevexOjvar oor vr Emod dpapra@dod “% 










— ra dépa tadra’ Sv yap «t 6 mpoadéepar, kal 6 mpoodepdsuevos, kal mpoo= _ 
dexdpevos, kal dradiddpevos. ie 
(d) P. 47. Eby? mpockopidijs—UpdodeEa hyas, va ywopeba a&sor rod 3 
mpoopéepery cot THY AoyiKyy TavTHy Kal dvaipakrov Ovoiay imep Tov jueTepov 
dpaptnudteyv, Kal Tv Tov aod dyvonudTwr’ jv mpoadeEdpevos eis Tov q 
dyov kai voepdv cov Ovovacrnpioy, dvtikatamep pov iuiv thy xdpwy ToD Ayiov 
cov Ivevparos. ‘a 
(e) P. 84, Sr&pev pera PoBov, mpdcxoper thy we avapopay ev elptvy 4 
mpoadéperv. 
(f) P. 50, 51, Incipit recitare verba institutionis, pean ad verba 
AaBav dprov —edyapiotnoas, kaoas, deinde 6 iepevs — aipov thy Sefuay 
avrov — evAoyet Toy dytoy Gprov, éxpaves Aéeyov’ "“Edwxe rois riots 
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Airod pabntrais — eimav, AdBere, payere, TodTd Mov €orTl 1d Zéua. 
Idem facit super poculum in hee verba, “Opoiws kal rd mornpioy ék rod 
yevvnuaros Tov dpréAov AaBav, Kepdoas, edxaptornoas, k.r.X. Deinde Men- 
vnpévor odv, Acordra, Kal npeis Ta GwTNpiov AvTov maOnudtay — avaotd- 
gews—eis ovpavors avdd8ov-—Kal poBepas Adrovd mapovalas (éexpoves 6 
fepeds) Ta od &k t&v cay cor mpooéeportes, kata mdvta Kal dia wdvra (6 
xopds Wadrdree 7d) Se buvodpey, ve edhoyodpev, col evyapicrovpev— kK.T.A. 

(g) Ibid. ‘O icpeds— cdyera. Acordta ravayre — mpoceyyifouey 

“ S a 

T@ ayia cov Ovoiacrnpio, kal mpoaévtes Ta avyTiruTa Tod “Ayiov S@paros 
Kal Aiuaros tod Xpiorod cov, cov SeducOa— edOciv 7rd Tvedpd cov 7d 
7 20 Eo a Ye 29'S \ , a a ‘ > a Le Y 
Aywy ép’ nuas, kal em ra mpokeipeva S@pa Tadra, kat evhoynoat adrda, Kal 
dyidoa, Kai dvadciEar — tév prev Gproy Tovroyv avTd Td Tiptov PHua Tov 
— "Inood Xpiorod — kal rd mornptov TovTo k.T.A. ‘O bé iepeds edrdoyav 
pera THs xeipds auddrepa Ta dyra, Aéyer* MeraBadov tH Ilvedpari gov to 
c / 
Ayio. 

h) P. 52. ‘O iepeds émedyerat — ‘Hyas d€ mavtas tots éx Tod vis 

p x B 

2 ‘ A , , ca > , ‘ , Lee! 
Gprov Kal tov mornpiov peréxovtas, €v@oar dd\Andots — kal pyndéva judy 
eis Kpiva 7) els KaTaKpima Tromoat petacxely TOU “Ayiov Swpatos Kal Aipa- 
Tos Tov Xpiorod gov. Deinde post quasdam laudes et preces pro 
populo communicaturo, pergit sacerdos ut in Liturgia Chrysostomi., 


Liturgia S. Joannis Curysostomi. Ex Biblioth. predict. 
mox post Liturgiam S. Basiiu. 


(a) P. 64. Edy mpobécews. ‘O eds, edAdynoov Ty mpdbeow Tavrny, 
kat rpdadeEat abriy eis TO imepovpavidy cov Ovotaarnpiov’ — pynpdvevaoy— 
mpoceveykavT@y, Kai dv ovs mpoonyayov. 

(b) P. 73. Evdyy iv Aéyer 6 iepeds pvaotiKds Tod XepovBixod ddopévov’ 
— ixdvaoov — pe mapaorivat Th ayia gov tavty tpamré{y, Kal iepoupyy- 
ga Td “Ayidy — cov Sapa, kal ro Tipidy cov Aliya’ d€iwooy mpocevexO7- 
vat gor im éuod — ta dpa Taira’ 3d ydp ef 6 mpoodépav kai 6 mpoo- 
epopevos, x. tT. X. ut supra in Liturgia S. Basilii. 

(c) P. 76. Etx1 mpookopidis — ‘Ikdvacov jpas mpocevéykew oor Sapa 
re kat Ovoias mvevpatixds imep Tov Huerépoy duaptnuatey, Kal Tay Tod 
Aaod dyvonpdrev" Kal katagiwoor éemitknvaoat To Lvedpa ths xapttos cod 
td "Ayabov ed’ hyds, Kal emt ra mpokeiveva Sapa, kat emi mdvra Tov adv 
gov. 

(d) P. 77—79. ‘O Ardkovos réyer expoves, Ttdpev peta HoPdv, 
mpboxoper tiv dyiav avapopay év eipnvn mpooépew* kai fepeds, "Agvov Kal 

dixavov — et sic pergit verba Institutionis proferre ut supra in Liturgia 
S. Basilii, et per eadem verba dicitur etAoyeiy tov dproy, Kai rd ToTH- 
ptov. . 
Deinde Mepynpévor rolvey tis owrnpiov taitns evToAjs, Kal — Tod 


h 
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oravpod, Tod rapov — dvacrdcews, kK. T. A. Ta od ek Tav Gov cor mpoc- 
pépopev — 6 xopds, Se tpuvodpev, oe cdNoyodmev, k.T.X. Deinde "Er 
mpoopéponév — (inquit sacerdos) cou tiv Noyixjv radrqy Kal dvalpakroy 
Natpeiav, Kal mapakadodpev — kardmeppov Td IIvedud cov 1d “Ayov ep’ 
npas kai emi ta mpokeieva Spa tadra. Et moincoy rév pév dprov rovror, 
Tigtoy ZGpua rod Xpiorod, — rd b€ ev rH wornpi tovT@, Timiov Aiwa 
tod Xpicrod — peraBaov ro Ivevpare ood tO ‘Ayia — dare yevérbat 
Tots peradapBdvovow eis vif Wuyijs, eis dpeow dmaprior, els Koweviar 
Tov ‘Ayiou IIvevparos, eis Baciheias ovpavav mAnp@pa. 

(e) P. 80. "Ere mpooépoper cot riyv Aoyexyy tavrnv Narpelay tmép Tay 
ev mioTet dvaravopévev mpotrardépey, TaTéper, TaTplapyay, kK. T. A. 

(f) P. 81. ‘¥rép tév — Tiniwy Sdpwr, rod Kupiov denOauer — 
drws 6 Ocds, 6 mpoodeEduevos aira eis tmepovpdmov Avtod Ovovacrhpiov 
ayrikataréuyy jyiv— tiv Swpeay tov Tavayiov Tvevparos — heec 
diaconus. 

(g) P. 83. Adrés, Acoréra, odpavdbev mide émi rovs tmokekArKéras Got 
Tas €avT&v Kepadas* ov yap €k\wav aapki kal aivati, dAAd cor TH PoBepa 


Geo. 


Liturgia S. Perri, ex Biblioth. predict. mox post 
Liturg. $8. Curysostomt. 


(a) P. 116. Evxy mpobécews —”Emide ef quads, kat émt rov dprov 
TovToy, Kal émt Td moTHploy TodTO, Kat Toingoy avTd axpavTdéy cov Saya, 
kal Tijsov Aiva eis peradn uw Woxer te, Kai copatov. P. 118. Ovaiay, 
Kvpté, cot mpoopicbcicay mpoopopay dyiacoy, kal S¢ adris nas aopévas 
mpdadeEa dia Tod Kupiov jay Inood, x.t.d. Sursum corda, Trisagium. 

(b) P. 119. Sé roivur, emvekéorate Idrep, — Sedpeba, iva mpoodek- 
Taia axis, kal evAoynons Tadra ra Sapa, TavTny Thy mpoohopay, TavTHY THY 
dyiav dvciav — dep cor rpoopépomev Urep THs “Aylas cov KaOoXtkhjs Kal 
’ ArootoXtkns "ExkAnolas — dua té SovA@ cov To wara,k.t.r. Deinde, 
TavTny Toivuy thy mpoopopay — mpoodektaiay motnoa Katakiwons, iva 
Hiv Tapa kat Aiwa yévnrat — "Incod Xpiorod, ds mpd pias Huepas ToD 
mdaOovs A’tod AaBwy dproy, k.r.A. Recitat verba Institutionis, deinde. 

(c) P. 121. Mvnpovetovres, Kipte, qucis — tod Xpiotod cov — 












mafouvs — éeyépoews — dvaBdcews, Ta oa €k THY Gor mpoaeportes (6 
Aads) Se dyvodpev, o€ eddoyodpev. ‘O fiepets emebyera repetens verba, 
TagaK.T.A. Ovolav kabapay, Ouvoiay éyiav, Ovoiay duwpoy, dprov adyrov Cas 
aiwviov, kal mornpiov owrnpias devvdov’ imép Sv iew kal ediddr@ mpotaT@ — 
emirkeyat Kata&i@ons, Kal mpoodekta oxelv, Kaba Katn§iwaas Ta SHpa TOU 
— ’ABer, kal thy Ovoiavy rod — ’ABpadp’ kal @omep oor mpoonyayer « 
mpartos iepeds cov Medxuoed€ex dyiav Ovoiav, duwpov mpoadopay, ixerevov= 
rés Se Sedueba, Mavrodivaye Océ, KeAevooy Todro SiakovnOqvar Bue xetpos 
dyiov adyyéhov gov eis Td tWnddv cov bvotacrnpiov — iva oiav Snore € 
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-tovrov tov Ovovaornpiov pepida dyiav rod Swparos Tov ‘Ywi, if Kai Tod 
Aiuaros AnWapueba, rdons erovpaviov evdoyias kal xdpiros eumAnoOdper’ 
— vy mporors prnaOnte Kkupiov rod dpxiemioxdéwou — pergit comme- 
morare vivos, deinde Apostolos, Martyres, &c. ped” &v jas civrakor, 


eet 2 , ‘ , 
pry emuokénta@y Tas mpdges, k.T.d. re 


S. Grecori Lib. Sacramentorum. 
Ed. Paris. 1642. 


(a) P. 1. Antiphona. Kyrie Eleison. Gloria in excelsis, sive Litania. 
Oratio. Apostolus. Gradale, sive Alleluja. Postmodum legitur 
Evangelium, deinde Offertorium, et dicitur Oratio super Oblata. 
Dominus vobiscum. Sursum corda. Trisagium. 

(b) P. 2. Deinde sacerdos. Te igitur, clementissime Pater, per 
Jesum Christum — rogamus et petimus, uti accepta habeas et bene- 
dicas hee dona, hec munera, hee sancta sacrificia illibata: inprimis 
quee Tibi offerimus pro Ecclesia, — una cum famulo tuo Papa nostro, 
lll. et rege nostro Ill. et omnibus orthodoxis, atque Catholice et Apo- 
stolicee fidei cultoribus.—Memento, Domine, famulorum, famularum- 
que tuarum, Ill. et Ill. et omnium circumadstantium, quorum Tibi 
fides cognita est, et nota devotio; qui Tibi offerunt hoc sacrificium 
laudis pro se suisque omnibus, pro redemptione animarum suarum, 
pro spe salutis et incolumitatis sue, Tibi reddunt vota sua, eterno 
Deo, vivo, et vero. Commemoratio B. Marie Virginis, Apostolorum, 
et omnium Sanctorum. 

(c) Quam oblationem Tu, Deus, in omnibus, queesumus, benedictam, 
adscriptam, ratam, rationabilem, acceptabilemque facere digneris, ut 
nobis core¥pus, et sanefaguis fiat dilectissimi Filii Tui Domini Dei 
nostri Jesu Christi. Qui pridie quam pateretur (sequuntur verba 
Institutionis.) Unde et memores sumus, Domine, nos Tui servi, sed 
et plebs Tua sancta, Christi Filii Tui Dei nostri tam beate passionis, 
necnon et ab inferis resurrectionis, sed et in ccelos gloriose ascen- 
sionis. Offerimus preeclarzee majestati Tuz de Tuis donis ac datis, 
hostiam > puram, hostiam>f«sanctam, hostiam>fximmaculatam, panem 
> sanctum vite stern, et calicem > salutis perpetue. Super que, 
-propitio ac sereno vultu respicere digneris, et accepta habere, sicuti 
accepta habere dignatus es munera pueri tui justi Abel, et sacrificium 
patriarche nostri Abrahe, et quod Tibi obtulit summus sacerdos 
tuus Melchisedec sanctum sacrificium, -immaculatam hostiam — 
_ Jube hee perferri per manus angeli Tui in sublime altare Tuum,—ut 
quotquot ex hac altaris participatione sacro-sanctum Filii Tui > 
Corpus, et > Sanguinem sumpserimus, omni benedictione ccelesti, et 
gratia repleamur, 
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(da) Super Diptycha. Memento etiam, 
ieitialiiatacs tuarum Ill. qui nos preecesserunt cum 
dormiunt in somno pacis. Ipsis, Domine, et U 
quiescentibus locum refrigerii, lucis, et pacis, ut 
damur. a ee 
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